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Throughout United States government history, political interest groups had a 
profound influence on some very important decisions. One interest group that gained 
great fame and recognition through media coverage is the People for the Ethical 
Treatment of Animals (PET A). It proposes and supports a constitutional right of animals 
which causes conflict with research scientists, hunters and farming concerns. 
The methodology used in this research is the case study; allows a researcher to 
capture the totality of the subject being studied. The methodology allowed the researcher 
to look at the organization in a systemic way using pluralism as a theoretical framework. 
Pluralists see public policy as resulting from competing group interactions. This case 
study of the PET A organization was an investigation of its techniques, tactics and 
strategies used to affect public policy. 
l 
The research questions were: 1. What impact does the interest group People for 
the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) have on legislative process and/or public 
policy? 2. What tactics and strategies are used by the interest group People for the Ethical 
Treatment of Animals (PETA) to make it a very successful interest group? 
This research study will provide additional information on the tactics, strategies 
and techniques which will help interest groups respond to legislative changes which 
result from changing values, norms and beliefs in society. 
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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
This research is a study on the interest group, People for the Ethical Treatment of 
Animals (PETA), which will reflect on the larger issue of a pluralistic democracy. If you 
examine what happens in this particular interest group, issues can be raised concerning 
interest groups in general within a pluralist environment. Therefore, studying the policy 
making techniques of this interest group is important, because of what it represents more 
broadly. Interest groups symbolize defiance (bold resistance to authority), group 
affiliation, self-expression, and their responses to limitations of freedom, all of which are 
issues that go far beyond this one group. This research goes to the heart of the 
democratic society, which involves who will be allowed to participate in governance, 
how they will be allowed to participate and in what form they will be allowed to 
participate. 
The purpose of this research study is threefold: (1) To present a more accurate 
assessment of PETA’s involvement in the democratic process; (2) To examine the 
techniques PETA uses to influence the public policy; and (3) To analyze the utility of 
PETA’s strategies and tactics to other interest groups. This study will analyze the 
effectiveness of PETA in comparison with other interest groups, plus establish a link in 
the chain of knowledge. 
Interest groups are reflected thought out the diversity of the United States. They 
represent diversity in ethnicity, occupations, sexual orientation, and social class. The 
goals of different groups in society often clash. For example, the goals of 
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conservationists attempting to preserve a forest area to protect wildlife will conflict with 
those of workers in the area whose livelihood is based on logging. These are the kinds of 
conflicts that were anticipated by James Madison when he wrote in The Federalist Paper 
No. 10, and that “By a faction, I [James Madison] understand a number of citizens, 
whether amounting to a majority or a minority of the whole, who are united and actuated 
by some common impulse or passion, or of interest, adverse to the rights of other citizens 
or to the permanent aggregate interest of the community.”1 In an extended republic, 
many such factions or interest groups form and compete. A competitive balance results, 
preventing any single group from becoming tyrannical. This reasoning is very similar to 
contemporary pluralists who maintain multiple (or plural) interest groups compete to 
influence policy makers. Consequently, no single group becomes too powerful, and good 
public policy results. 
An interest group may be defined as an assemblage of people who share common 
attitudes and interest who try to influence the political system by shaping public opinion, 
opposing or supporting candidates for public office, and influencing the decisions of 
government officials.2 PETA does all of the above in a most effective and efficient 
manner when it comes to shaping public policy concerning animals.. 
The PETA organization is a interest group, which is narrowly focused therefore, 
able to give more attention to their respective animal causes due to its has simple and 
straightforward goals, and the members care intensely about the issues. Thus, such 
1 Walter E. Volkomer, American Government 8th ed. (Upper Saddle River, New Jersey: Prentice Hall, 
1997), 95. 
2 Ibid., 109. 
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groups can easily motivate their members to contact legislators or organize 
demonstrations in support of their policy goals. 
Interest groups use a wide range of techniques and strategies to promote then- 
policy goals. Although, few groups are successful at persuading Congress and the 
president to endorse their programs completely, many are able to present or at least 
weaken legislation injurious to their members from being considered. The key to success 
for interest groups is the ability to have access to government officials. To achieve this, 
interest groups and their representatives try to cultivate long-term relationships with 
legislators and government officials. The best of these relationships are based on mutual 
respect and cooperation. The interest group provides the official with excellent resources 
of information and assistance, and the official in turn gives the group opportunities to 
express its views. 
PETA is an international nonprofit charitable organization with offices in 
Norfolk, VA. There are affiliate offices in the United Kingdom, Germany, the 
Netherlands, and India. Its members consist mostly of white upper middle class middle 
aged women. 
Founded in 1980, PETA is dedicated to establishing and defending the rights of 
all animals. PETA operates under the simple principle that animals are not ours to eat, 
wear, experiment on or use for entertainment. PETA educates policymakers and the 
public about animal abuse and promotes an understanding of the right of all animals to be 
treated with respect. 
PETA’s animal protection work brings together members of the scientific, 
judicial, and legislative communities to halt abusive practices. Members of these 
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different social communities are aided by PETA’s investigative work, congressional 
involvement, boycotts, national and international media coverage. PETA’s efforts 
improve the quality of life, and prevent thousands of animals deaths. 
In 1980, Alex Pacheco joined forces with Ingrid Newkirk to prevent cruelty to the 
Silver Spring Monkeys. Ingrid Newkirk’s prior victories for animals in her eleven years 
as an animal law-enforcement officer gave her credit in this area. By the spring of that 
year they had formed People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA). 
PETA’s work is supported by its more than 800 members, and it makes efficient 
use of their donations, allocating 86 cents of every contributed dollar directly to its 
programs fighting animal exploitation. Furthermore, its more than 150 employees work 
for very little money (from, PETA’s president, whose annual salary is about $31,000, to 
the 57 percent of PETA employees who earn less than $27,000), and it is assisted by 
countless unpaid interns and volunteers.3 
All these people have joined together to fight for the principle no animal is ours to 
eat, wear, experiment on or use for entertainment. It’s no secret that PETA’s agenda calls 
for radical changes to our current treatment of animals. PETA is also pragmatic, and it 
chips away at animal exploitation wherever it can. For example, PETA promotes 
vegetarianism, since every person who stops eating meat spares the lives of more than 
100 animals every year, PETA is equally committed to urging reforms in the meat 
industry that would not require shutting the industry down. PETA’s hard-fought 
campaigns forced fast-food chains McDonald’s, Burger King and Wendy’s and grocery 
giants Safeway, Kroger and Albertsons to demand significant animal-welfare 
3 “The Year in Numbers,” PETA Annual Review 2004 
http://www.peta.org/feat/annual review04/numbers.asp (accessed November 06,2005). 
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improvements from their suppliers, and PET A continues its campaign against KFC to get 
the chain to adopts reforms. 
Similarly, as a result of PETA’s campaign against circuses routine cruelty to 
elephants and tigers have been stopped, because they will not perform tricks without 
being “broken.” School boards are banning circus promotions in schools, officials are 
investigating and charging circuses for cruelty to animals and some municipalities have 
banned animal acts altogether. PETA has convinced more than 550 companies to stop 
testing their products on animals, and the organization also polices experimenters’ cruel 
and unnecessary mutilation of animals by investigating laboratories and scrutinizing 
proposed protocols. 
PETA’s mission is largely inspired by Princeton bioethicist Peter A. Singer’s 
Animal Liberation.4 Upon that book’s publication in 1975, many philosophers clamored 
to refute Singer’s compelling arguments for extending moral consideration to animals, 
today, few would seriously argue animals are completely without moral status. There 
simply aren’t any plausible ethical arguments for treating animals like garbage, but many 
people disregard animal suffering whenever avoiding it would inconvenience them in any 
way. 
Animal rights isn’t the first cause to encounter knee-jerk resistance. For example, 
while it is clearly wrong to oppress women-and always has been wrong-this has only 
recently become the consensus. In response to Mary Wollstonecraft’s groundbreaking A 
Vindication of the Rights of Woman,5 eighteenth-century philosopher Thomas Taylor 
4 Peter Singer, Animal Liberation: A New Ethics for Our Treatment of Animals (New York: Avon Bodes a 
division of the Hears! Corporation, 1977), 2. 
5 Mary Wollstonecraft, Vindication of the Rights of Woman (New York: Dover Publications, 19%), 8. 
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published the dismissive satire A Vindication of the Rights of Brutes,6 sneering that the 
arguments for women’s rights were also applicable to animals and this amounted to a 
reduction of Wollstonecraft’s position. Taylor’s conclusion was wrong, of course, but he 
was right in asserting we have the same reasons to respect the interests of all sentient 
animals-male or female, human or nonhuman. PET A and other animal rights advocates 
represent an analogous challenge to the twenty-first century’s status quo. Most of 
eighteenth-century society joined Taylor in smirking at Woolstonecraf s folly, but some 
people dared to question the prevailing view women did not deserve rights. Today, the 
animal liberation movement follows in the path of Wollstonecraft and other reformers. 
What’s in a name? The term ethics in the name of this organization has many 
implications. The word ethics means many things. It is easier to first say what the word 
ethics are not: a religion; or a fad. Ethics are not something that can only be understood 
by extremely intelligent people. 
Ethics are personal, at the same time, a very public display of your attitudes and 
beliefs. It is because of ethical beliefs we humans may act differently in different 
situations. Ethics can and do shift, whether we are with family or friends, at work, at a 
sports event, at a religious gathering, in a professional organization, or alone. 
Ethical standards do differ, this is why we so often hear the phrase situational 
ethics to describe how people justify their shifts in ethical stances. Why ethical standards 
differ depends on a number of factors personal background, field of study(e.g., a scientist 
may have different ethics than an English professor), and the attitudes of other people. A 
person’s ethics may shift because he or she may or may not want to take responsibility 
6 Thomas Taylor, Vindication of the Rights of Brutes (Sequim, WA: Holmes Publishing Group, 1994), 15. 
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for an issue or action. Whether he or she realizes it or not, an individual’s personal and 
professional ethics are built on a foundation of basic ethical theory. 
PETA is a nonprofit, tax-exempt 504(C)(3) corporation funded almost exclusively by 
the contributions of members. It strives to use their funds in a cost-effective and efficient 
manner possible, a commitment by the fact 86.22 percent of their operating expenses 
goes directly to programs fighting animal exploitation. They expended only 10.59 
percent of fundraising efforts that drive their operations and 3.19 percent on management 
and general operations. 
On average, one-half of a nonprofit’s budget is from the government, and some 
nonprofits obtain their entire budget from the government.7 A little background may help 
put these figures in perspective. At the start of the twentieth century, many politicians 
and social observers argued the government should dominate the distribution of 
important social services. Some noted charities avoided the most difficult cases, so there 
was no safety net for the most vulnerable and troubled people. Others argued that the 
government should not allow private charities to dominate such a fundamental policy 
area as social services. However, only in the area of military pensions did government 
develop a clearly dominant position.8 In other areas of social relief services, private 
money and private organizations dominated. 
The majority of PETA’s dedicated staff in 2004, 53 percent, earn only $13,100 to 
$27,999, 32 percent earn $ 28,000 to $39,499, and only the remaining 19 percent make 
7 Steven R. Smith and Michael Lipsky, Nonprofits for Hire: the Welfare State in the Age of Contracting 
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1993), 4. 
8 Ibid. ,16. 
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more than $39,500. Their president, Ingrid E. Newkirk earned $31,385 during fiscal year 
ending July 31, 2004 9 
Table 1. PETA’s Financial Statement of2004 
Tvpes of Revenues Revenues 
Contributions 27,878,439 
Gross Merchandise Sales 738,698 
Interest, Dividends Royalties 
and Other Income 722,109 
Total Revenues 29,309,246 
Types of Operating Expenses Ooeratine Exoenses 
Programs 
International Grass roots Campaigns 7,364,240 
Public Outreach and Education 5,873,777 
Research, Investigations & Rescue 4,806,621 
Cruelty-Free Merchandise Program 606,807 
Supporting Organization Activities 3,000,000 
Membership Development 2,695,533 
Management and General Expenses 811,670 
Total Operating Expenses 25,461,648 
Tvoes of Chance in Net Assets Net Assets Chances 
Changes in Net Assets 3,847,598 
Net Assets Beginning of Year 7,847,598 
9 Ibid 
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Table 1— Continued 
Tvpes of Change in Net Assets Net Assets Changes 
Net Assets End of Year 11,479,793 
Donor-Restricted (Permanently) 2,541,134 
Donor-Restricted (Temporarily) 1,892,590 
Board-Designated Legal Matters 1,000,000 
Undesignated 6,046,069 
Operating Expense Allocation  
Direct Program Support 86.22% 
Indirect Program Support 3.19% 
Membership Development 10.59% 
Source: ‘The Year in Numbers,” PETA Annual Review 2004 giving the revenues, 
operating expenses, changes in new assets and operating expense allocation, 
http://www.peta.org/feat/annual_review04/numbers.asp (accessed November 06,2005). 
Vital Statistics 
• PETA web sites were visited by more than 30,000,000 people. 
• Sent out monthly e-news action alerts to more than 200,000 subscribers. 
• Secured more than $1,500,000 worth of free advertising space. 
• Filled more than 150,000 requests for their vegetarian starter kit. 
• Media Department booked more than 2,700 interviews. 
• The International Grassroots Campaign Department helped organize 703 
demonstrations. 
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• Education department reached 235 teachers and 11,000,000 students with 
educational materials. 
• Responded to more than 13,000 calls and e-mails regarding cruelty to animals. 
• Answered more than 148,000 incoming phone calls, letters, and e-mails messages. 
• Distributed 332,000 copies of Grrr! Magazine to kids and teens. 
• International internship program hosted more than 75 interns, from Spain, 
Australia, Sweden, Brazil, France, U.K., India, Canada, Iceland, Peru, and the 
U.S. 
• SNIP-mobile spayed and neutered 7,641 cats and dogs in their hometown area of 
Hampton Roads, VA., including 176 pit pulls free of charge and 781 feral cats. 
• Mentioned in print almost 11,000 times also in the pages of AARP Magazine, 
Better Homes & Gardens, Chicago Tribune, Cosmopolitan, The Los Angeles 
Times, The New York Times, Reader’s Digest, Redbook, USA Today, Vogue, 
and The Washington Post. 
• Received television news coverage on CNN, Good Morning America, ABC 
World News Tonight, CBS Evening News, NBC Nightly News, The Today 
Show, MSNBC’s Countdown With Keith Olbermann, Showtime’s American 
Candidate, E! News Daily, and Inside Edition. 
• Recognized 48 individuals, organizations, and companies have helped make 
animal-friendly progress with their second annual Proggy Awards.10 
10 “The Year in NumbersPETA Annual Review 2004, 
http://wvvw.Deta.org/feat/annual review04/numbers.asp. (accessed November 06, 2005). 
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 
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Who actually governs, in a political system where nearly every adult can vote, 
where knowledge, wealth, social position, access to official, and other resources are 
unequally distributed? Stated another way, who is making public policy the elected 
officials or interest groups? 
The fact that, Americans advocate democracy has been a regular source of 
astonishment for foreign observers like Alexis de Tocqueville. “Every citizen should 
have an equal chance to influence government policy,” and subscribe to other 
propositions equally basic to the democratic credo.11 What, if anything do these beliefs 
actually mean in the face of inequalities in which the resources of different citizens can 
be used to influence one another? 
These beliefs in democracy and equality first gained wide acceptance as a part of 
what Gunnar Mydal later called the ‘American Creed’ during a period when the problem 
of inequality was much less important than it is today. Indeed, the problem uppermost in 
the minds of the men at the Constitutional Convention in Philadelphia in 1787 could 
probably have been stated quite the other way around. To them, the idea of majority rule 
increasingly meant rule by those whose concerns extended no further than their own 
economic advantage. Under these conditions, those who deeply appreciated the ideals of 
liberty and democracy, those in other words, who were most capable of leading society, 
11 James W. Prothro and Charles M. Griff, “Fundamental Principles of Democracy: Bases of Agreement 
and Disagreement,” Journal of Politics 12 (1960): 276. 
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found themselves an ever diminishing minority unable to resist the overpowering weight 
of a politically ignorant and socially unconcerned majority .12 
This came to be known among liberal thinkers as the problem of majority tyranny, 
a problem never anticipated by Locke and the early classical liberals. And it was a 
problem that raised a profoundly troubling paradox. Not only did it appear that 
democracy was perfectly compatible with tyranny, but every extension of democracy (a 
key plank in the liberal platform) would simply extend the majority’s tyranny over the 
minority of progressive and enlightened people. The compromise of representations at 
the capital was an effort to avoid majority tyranny. If the working class could be 
incorporated into the political process, and its economic conditions improved, all would 
be lost in terms of liberal ideals. Its political contribution would be nothing more than 
perfecting the tyranny of an unenlightened majority, or unscrupulous majority. However, 
when we talk about interest group politics, we may be focusing on minority not majority 
tyranny. 
The number of interest groups in American politics has multiplied in the 
last several decades producing hyper-pluralism (i.e. to many interest 
groups), as have their strategies for influencing public politics and the 
policymaking process. Originally structured to represent a particular set 
of concerns and like-minded individuals, interest groups have broadened 
their lobbying techniques to include contributing to campaigns, get out the 
vote activities, and recruiting candidates.13 
City government is often characterized as being attuned to upper class and 
business interests than to the interests of lower-income residents. In his influential 
12 Robert A. Dahl, Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City (New Haven: Yale 
University Press, 1961), 1. 
13 Susan Roberts, The American Politiacal Science Association, “Interest Groups in Campaign 2004. 
http://www.aDsanet.org/content 5204,cfm. 10/30/2006. 
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treatment of the subject, Paul Peterson suggests, cities are at the mercy of mobile 
residents and investors, they must restrain redistributive spending and emphasize policies 
which keep the city attractive to investors.14 Clarence Stone outlines a theory of systemic 
power, which shows how city official are inevitably drawn to be responsive to the upper 
class.15 In Stone’s analysis, upper-class individuals have substantial economic resources, 
control of important private organizations, and a lifestyle that affords them high levels of 
esteem, status, and expectations of civic responsibility. City officials are therefore, 
predisposed to work with upper-class individuals in order to accomplish tasks. The 
structure of this situation leads to underresponsiveness to groups that do not have the 
attractive resources of the upper class. 
In a related vein, city bureaucracies are often claimed too insulated and 
unresponsive to the average citizen’s concerns. The unresponsiveness of city 
bureaucracies is sometimes attributed to the increasing size and complexity of the 
bureaucracy and sometimes to the growing professionalization of service delivery 
agencies. Urban service bureaucracies are said to conduct their operations according to 
bureaucratic decision rules based on professional, technical criteria, which can make city 
hall seem unresponsive to citizen concerns.16 The classic, example is the street 
department that seems unsympathetic to citizens who are demanding a traffic signal at a 
particular corner in their neighborhood where several school children had close calls with 
vehicles. 
14 Paul Peterson, City Limits (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1981) 29. 
15 Clarence Stone, “Systemic Power in Community Decision Making: A Restatement of Stratification 
Theory,” American Political Science Review 74 (December 1980): 978. 
16 Bryan Jones, Service Delivery in the City (New York: Longman, 1980), 80-82. 
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Sometimes the alleged nonresponsiveness of urban bureaucracies is linked more 
to invidious biases than technical and professional concerns. Such was the case in the 
1960s, when urban conflict erupted, often out of confrontations between police officers 
and black citizens. The black community charged police departments and other urban 
institutions with insensitivity and outright brutality. 
In a related vein, Alvin Toffler argues: “The less democratic feedback ... the 
more decisions become divorced from reality, and greater the danger errors will go 
uncorrected until they escalate into crisis. Democracy, in this sense, is not just 
theoretically “nice” it is highly “efficient.”17 
Animals are treated unethically in many areas in the Unites States. Indifference 
and apathy on the part of different legislative bodies and private corporate organizational 
groups need help PETA can provide. Who is actually making public policy in regard to 
the treatment of animals? Are the interest groups or the elected legislators making public 
policy? Who do we want to make public policy and why? 
PETA is not the only animal welfare rights organization, they constitute a large 
percentage concerned with the ethical treatment of animals in different areas of 
involvement with them such as research testing, experimentation, farming, and 
entertainment. 
An analysis of PETA, be it from a policy or economic perspective, must be 
viewed within the context of the United States political structure and the political 
economy. In our modem day and age, political interest groups play an extremely large 
role in all policy and decision making at the municipal, county, state, federal and the 
17 Alvin Toffler, “Introduction On Future-Conscious Politics,” in Anticipatory Democracy, ed. Clement 
Bezold (new York: Random House, 1978), xviii. 
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private level. Some of these interest groups have become so powerful their voting power 
and influence can greatly impact any type of political election. This can influence the 
campaign platforms of politicians running for office, causing many politicians to put the 
goals of their supporters ahead of their own personal views. This research project aims to 
uncover what tactics and strategies PETA is using. 
RESEARCH QUESTIONS 
Every research project problem encounters problems. To see the problem with 
unwavering clarity and to state it in precise and unmistakable terms is the first 
requirement in the research process.18 It is paramount to the success of the research 
effort. 
The first question in this study is: What impact does PETA have on the legislative 
process and/or public policy? In this political system nearly every adult may vote but 
knowledge, wealth, social position, access to officials, and other resources are unequally 
distributed. Who actually runs the government or creates public policy, elected officials, 
interest groups or some combination? 
The second question is: What tactics and strategies does the interest group, People 
for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) use to impact, influence and shape public 
policy in the United State (i.e. on the municipal, county, state and federal levels)? In 
asking these two major research questions, a number of sub research questions become 
apparent. What influence does PETA have on public opinion? What are the changes in 
legislative laws at the federal, state, county, local and metropolitan levels? What were 
the changes in corporations behavior large and small before and after being pressured by 
18 Paul D. Leedy and Jeanne Ellis Ormrod, Practical Research: Planning and Design (Upper Saddle River, 
New Jersey: Merrill Prentice Hall, 1985), 49. 
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PETA? What direct and indirect methods does PETA use when dealing with 
corporations and legislative bodies? How does the interest group (PETA) use its 
techniques, tactics and strategy to influence public policy and/or the legislative process? 
How, has new technology influenced PET A in making knowledge available to its 
constituency and general public? What role does the television media play in getting 
those messages across? Why has PETA been more effective in some states than in others 
in influencing public opinion? Have the tactics used by PETA affected its membership 
growth over the past 20 years? 
Question 1: What impact does PETA have on public policy? One way to measure 
the changes in public policy is to examine the changes that occurred in medical 
experiments at the public/private universities. Another way to measure the changes in 
public policy is to examine the changes in the public/private scientific laboratories? Still, 
another way to measure the changes is to examine changes concerning animal use at 
medical schools? This study will examine how the different media are used to influence 
public opinions and public policy. 
Question 2: What strategies does PETA use to impact public policy? PETA uses 
direct and indirect techniques. Direct techniques include all those ways in which the 
interest group and its lobbyists approach the officials personally to press their case. 
Direct techniques include lobbying techniques such as (1) engaging in private meetings 
with public officials (2) testifying before congressional committees (3) testifying before 
executive rulemaking agencies (4) assisting legislators in drafting legislation (S) inviting 
legislators to social events (6) providing political information to legislators and (7) 
supplying nominations for federal appointments to the executive branch. Rating or 
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ranking the legislators and campaign assistance are also direct techniques and strategies. 
Indirect techniques include generating public pressure by exposing legislators voting 
records, using constituents as lobbyists and building alliances. What strategies work, and 
which strategies don’t will become apparent.19 
ASSUMPTIONS 
Interest groups are an integral part of American politics. The growing diversity of 
the population is having a tremendous impact on the politics and government in the 
United States. Diversity creates special problems for democracy: It leads to wide 
differences of opinion, making it difficult to obtain agreement on proposed solutions to 
political problems. Visiting the new nation more than 150 years ago, Tocqueville, 
recognized this difficulty. “A confused clamor is heard on every side,” he observed, “and 
a thousand simultaneous voices demand the immediate satisfaction of their social 
wants.”20 In sum, the task of running a democracy as large and diverse as the United 
States is enormously challenging. 
Some people criticize the inordinate power that special-interest groups have over 
policy makers. Others say that interest groups give people with intense feeling a 
democratic way to emphasize their views to public officials. Groups are good when they 
give the public a way to participate in policy making; groups are bad when certain groups 
become so powerful they dominate policy makers attention. Good or bad, interest groups 
are not new. In the Federalist Paper, Number 10, James Madison explained that self- 
interested individuals form factions in the pursuit of their shared interests. In an extended 
19 William J. Keefe et al., American Democracy: Institutions, Politics, and Policies 3rd ed. ( New York: 
Harper & Row, Publishers, 1990), 311. 
20 Alexis de Tocqueville, On Democracy, Revolution, and Society, trans. J. Stone and S. Mennell Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1980), 78. 
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republic many such factions—or groups—form and compete. A competitive balance 
results, preventing any single group from becoming tyrannical. This reasoning is very 
similar to contemporary interest group pluralists who maintain that multiple (or plural) 
interest groups compete to influence policy makers. Consequently, no single group 
becomes too powerful, and good public policy results. 
In fact, interest groups can be quite powerful. Many types of interest groups are 
at work. Economic interest groups act to protect their members’ economic self-interests. 
Economic groups represent large corporations like Chrysler, and IBM. Ideological 
interest groups work to promote their members positions on public policy issues. Public 
interest groups like Common Cause pursue reforms designed to improve government. 
There are government interest groups, like the National Governors’ Association and the 
National League of Cities, which seek to advance the interest of their members. 
Another assumption is, when individuals organize, they have more power 
collectively than they did individually. Group opinions look more formidable than 
individual opinions. Information costs are broadly distributed. You do not have to do 
your own policy research; just wait for your organization’s newsletters and action calls. 
Assumptions of the elite theory should be considered because policies and 
programs reflect the values and interest of elites in a hierarchically arranged society. 
Elites share consensus concerning existing institutional arrangements and the values 
underlying them. The size and complexity of modem society and organizational life, not 
only preclude the active and full participation of everyone in the political process, but 
requires some division of labor. The division of labor creates a class of rulers of 
governing elites. 
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Contemporary analysis of interest groups includes questions of undue influence of 
certain groups and their new tactic of direct involvement in campaigns or electioneering. 
The elections of the future will therefore prominently feature questions as to the relative 
influence of interest groups based on at least four components: size, wealth, issue 
relevance, and group representation. 
Concerns with size and wealth are one indicator of interest group influence. Are 
groups with large membership such as the American Association of Retired Persons 
(AARP) and the Trial Lawyers Association more influential because of their wealth and 
size? ‘The overarching concern behind all of these questions remains whether financial 
contributions to campaigns constitute a reward or an inducement by interest groups.”21 
SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY 
This topic is important because it affects millions of people in the United States and 
generations of unborn. The results are likely to inform an ongoing policy argument. 
Routine decisions at work may empower interest groups or repress them, creating 
either a model of democracy or hotbed of unionism and conflict. Working together in 
unions with people from different ethnic backgrounds can help forge class consciousness 
with far reaching social effects. 
This research study of PETA will reflect on interest group problems and 
involvement in a pluralistic democracy. If you examine what happens in this particular 
interest group, the case can be made that it applies to interest groups in general which 
represent a larger problem of how to effect public policy. Studying the policy making 
21 Susan Roberts, The American Political Science Association, “Interest Groups in Campaign 2004” 
http://wvvw.aDsanet.org/content 5204,cfm, 10/30/2006. 
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techniques of this one interest group is important because of what it represents. Interest 
groups symbolize defiance, group affiliation, self-expression, and their responses to 
limitations of freedom, all of which are issues that go far beyond this one group. This 
research goes to the heart of the democratic society, which involves who will be allowed 
to participate, how and in what form. 
Studying the cultural environment, tactics and techniques of People for the Ethical 
Treatment of Animals (PETA) is important because it passes alone the values, norms, and 
beliefs of one generation to another about how to participate in the democracy policy 
making process. 
This research study will provide additional information on specific tactics and 
techniques which are designed to help interest groups respond to legislative change and 
public policy. The research findings reveal in a more systematic fashion PETA 
perceptions of the challenges it faces in the management of legislative changes. 
METHODOLOGY 
A case study approach will be utilized to answer the research questions: What 
impact does the interest group PETA have on the legislative process and public policy? 
What tactics and strategies used by the PETA organization make it the most successful 
animal rights interest group in influencing and shaping public policy? This research will 
collect primary and secondary data to examine the different types of data from various 
angles to construct a rich and meaningful picture of a complex, multifaceted organization. 
According to Nelson Polsby, the researcher should study actual behavior, either 
first hand, direct participatory observation or by reconstructing behavior from documents, 
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informants, newspapers, educational journals and other appropriate sources 22 In a like 
manner, the pluralist conception of power dictates pluralist methodology which examines 
observable behavior and observable outcomes. This research will examine the behavior 
of the legislation and corporate behavior at all levels large and small before and after 
their encounter with the PETA. 
This case study will enable the researcher to (a) gain insights into the nature of 
this particular organization techniques, (b) discover the problems this organization has in 
participating in the democratic process, (c) reveal the nature of the processes affecting 
legislative laws and corporate policy, and (d) to ask questions about the relationships 
between its members and leaders. 
Question (1): What impact does the interest group PETA have on the legislative process? 
Methods for data gathering: 
• Literature on PETA 
• Interview with PETA representative 
• Secondary interviews (i.e. interviews given by PETA to newspapers etc.) 
Question (2): What tactics and strategies are used by PETA? 
• Review corporate culture before PETA and after PETA intervention 
• Transcripts of interviews with corporate/executives 
In this case study, PETA is studied in depth starting with its origins until the 
present. This organization was selected because of its unique or exceptional qualities. 
22 N. Polsby, Community Power and Democratic Theory (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 
1963), 12. 
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The researcher will collect extensive data on the PETA organization and its co¬ 
founders using educational journals, legislative history, bills passed, and qualitative 
interviews and a survey questionnaire of the membership and leadership at their 
headquarters in Norfolk, VA and finally a policy analysis of the federal bill that was 
passed. 
This research will look at the co-founders, their programs, and events in 
considerable depth. In ethnography, the research looks at an entire group specifically, a 
group that shares a common culture. This research will study the group from the time of 
its start to present. The focus of the investigation is on the everyday behaviors (e g., 
interactions, language, rituals) of the people in the decision making group, with a concern 
in identifying how cultural norms/pattems, beliefs, and social structures are related. 
This is a case study using content analysis, observable practices plus a survey of 
activities. The primary data will be a survey of the employees with a questionnaire and 
participant observations. The secondary data will consist of literature from and about the 
organization. 
A content analysis is a detailed and systematic examination of the contents of a 
particular body of material (e.g., television shows, advertisements, textbooks) for the 
purpose of identifying patterns, themes, or biases within that material.23 However, the 
research question is asking what impact does the interest group PETA have on the 
legislative process? The most effective way of doing this, is using policy analysis on the 
federal law that passed. 
23 Leedy Paul D. and Jeanne Ellis Onurod, Practical Research : Planning and Design 7th ed. (Upper Saddle 
River, New Jersey: Merrill Prentice Hall, 2001), 114. 
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Naturalistic, qualitative social researchers gather information by observing, by 
talking and listening to the people naturalistic qualitative social research will be done. 
Naturalistic researchers study people in their ordinary settings, where they live, work and 
play. They analyzed what they saw, conveyed to others, in rich and realistic detail, the 
experiences and perspectives of those being studied.24 Naturalistic researchers obtain 
data through participant observation and qualitative interviewing, which are done 
sometimes separately and sometimes together. When doing participant observation, 
naturalistic researchers watch their research setting from the sidelines or join the 
activities of those they are studying and take notes on what they see. However, 
interviewing people relies less on watching, and more on asking questions. The primary 
focus of this research deals with in-depth qualitative interviews of the major actors in the 
PETA organization. 
One of the pillars of social research is measurement. The two key elements of 
measurement are conceptualization and operationalization. The term measurement and 
observation are somewhat interchangeable, measurement according to Earl Babbie is 
really a special form of observation. Whereas, we are observing all the time. 
Measurements begin with observations, but these raw materials must often be refined and 
clarified.25 
The other element is interpretation, sometimes referred to as data analysis. Parts 
of this research is devoted exclusively to data analysis. Sometimes mathematics is used 
as a body of observations in order to discover meaningful patterns. Sometimes it is 
important to uncover simple descriptive patterns. Social research analysis proceeds 
24 Ibid., 6. 
25 Earl Babbie, The Practice of Social Research (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/Thomason Learning, 2001), 3. 
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through what has been called a variable language. Social researchers are interested in 
understanding the variables that characterize or describe people and groups in their 
environment. 
In the social sciences, more than in the natural sciences, what is measured is not 
as important, as how it is measured. This research will use the following concrete 
measurement techniques: (1) the changes in the federal legislative laws; (2) corporations 
changes after their encounter with PET A; (3) public opinion changes over the life of the 
PETA organization; and (4) types of direct and indirect methods used in influencing 
public policy. Before and after scenarios will be painted regarding policy changes. 
Through qualitative interviews, this research can understand experiences and 
reconstruct events in which the researcher did not participate. Through in-depth 
qualitative interviews with people in health care, social-work agencies, the news media, 
law enforcement, the courts and political scientists are able to reconstruct stories of what 
happened to clients, witnesses, and victims whose lives are very different from their own. 
Qualitative interviewing is especially good at describing social and political 
processes, which is, how and why things change. What happens to ordinary working- 
class people when the town’s major employer no longer exist? How did a once- 
flourishing neighborhood become a burnt-out zone? How did a corrupt police 
department change into a model of public integrity? 
By using qualitative interviews, this research will delve into important personal 
issues like the motivation of the leaders or decision makers and other workers. Research 
based on in-depth interviews also help us understand our social relations. In-depth 
interview data will help explain many things that statistics cannot. Qualitative interviews 
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will explore new areas and unravel intriguing puzzles connected with the PETA 
organization. 
ORGANIZATION OF STUDY 
The study is organized as the follows: Chapter One will consists of the 
introduction, statement of the problem, research questions, assumptions, significance of 
the study, definition of terms or concepts, methodology, and limitations of study. 
Chapter Two looks at the theoretical framework, which provides a detailed 
discussion of the theory of choice. The theories reviewed are pluralism, which is the lens 
of choice, elitism, and retime theory. The pros and cons will be discussed showing where 
the loopholes are and how this study will contribute to the on going discourse. 
Chapter Three will be devoted to a literature review which presents a synthesis of 
previous writings on the research topic in order to layout what is known and to 
summarize what is not known and where the research fits in. 
Chapter Four looks at the animal rights movement and its continuing struggles. 
Chapter Five looks at data analysis of information. Chapter Six discusses findings and 
conclusions. 
DEFINITION OF TERMS OR CONCEPTS 
Animal Rights Movement - A movement of diverse individuals and groups 
concerned with protecting animals from perceived abuse or misuse. Supporters are 
specifically concerned with the use of animals for medical and cosmetics testing, the 
killing of animals for furs, hunting for pleasure, and the raising of livestock in restrictive 
or inhumane quarters, so-called factory farming. Concern for inhumane treatment of 
animals has led many supporters of the movement to advocate vegetarianism. Although 
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the movement can trace its roots to the antivivisection campaigns of the 19th century, the 
modem movement is closely tied to environmental issues. In the 1970s, environmental 
activist organizations, such as Greenpeace, began protesting against the annual slaughter 
of Canadian fur seals and against commercial whaling. The movement gained support in 
the 1980s with increasing opposition of the commercial fur industry and objections to the 
indiscriminate or routine use of laboratory animals in research and testing. By the 1990s, 
membership in major national animal-rights organizations, such as the People for the 
Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA), had grown dramatically. Animal-right campaigns 
have been responsible in large part for substantial tightening of regulation in the use of 
animals for research.26 
Direct techniques of interest groups- An interest group activity that involves 
interaction with government officials to further the group’s goals.27 Examples of direct 
techniques include lobbying, publicizing ratings of legislative behavior and providing 
campaign assistance. 
Indirect techniques of interest groups- A strategy employed by interest groups 
that uses their parties to influence government officials.28 Examples of indirect 
techniques include generating public pressure, using constituents as lobbyists, or 
building alliances. 
Interest Groups- An organization of people who share certain attitudes and 
interests and try to affect the political system by shaping public opinion, opposing or 
26 “animal-rights movement” The Columbia Electronic Encyclopedia. © 11994,2000, 2001, 2002,2003, 
2004, on Infoplease. © 2000-2004 Pearson Education, publishing as Infoplease. 10 November 2004 
27 Barbara A. Bardes, Mack C. Shelley and Steffen W. Schmidt, American Government and Politics Today: 
The Essentials (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/Thomson learning, 2000), 236. 
28 Ibid. 
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supporting candidates for public office, and influencing the decisions of government 
officials, attempting to influence policymakers in all three branches of government 
especially legislators and administrators.29 
Public Policy- Different scholars define public policy in different ways, but there 
are several ideas that are common to most definitions of the term. The first of these is 
that a policy may be an action or the absence of an action; from the standpoint of public 
policy governmental inactivity may be as important as governmental activity. A second 
idea shared by many is public policy ideally involves all levels of government and is not 
necessarily limited to formal actors such as Congress and the president; informal actors 
such as private organizations are also important. Nor is policy limited to legislation, 
executive orders, and administrative rules and regulations; it can take the form of 
decisions by courts. Another key idea is that public policy is an intentional course of 
action with specific goals. Finally, policies can be both short and long term in nature. 
Public policy is a process; which involves not only the decision to enact a law but also 
the implementation, enforcement, and evaluation of the law.30 Public policy generally 
does one or more of the following: reconcile conflicting claims on scarce resources; 
establish incentives for cooperation and collective action; prohibit morally unacceptable 
behavior; protect the activity of groups or individuals; and provide indirect benefits to 
citizens.31 
29 Walter E. Volkomer, American Government 8th ed. (New Jersey, Prentice Hall, 1998), 109. 
30 Ibid., 329. 
31 Ibid., 330. 
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Social Movement- A movement that represents the demands of a small/large 
segment of the public for political, economic, or social change.32 
Speciesism- The word is a prejudice or attitude of bias toward the interests of 
members of one’s own species and against those of members of other species. It is 
analogous with racism and must therefore be condemned.33 
LIMITATIONS OF STUDY 
This research study will focus on what PETA does and how it does it. In 
particular what is done to effect legislative changes in the public sector and in the private 
sector. One of the strengths of this research study will show how the political 
socialization of individuals set political attitudes and form opinions about social issues. 
This research can generalize these techniques and strategies used by PETA for other 
interest groups, such as African American in the future. This research findings may be 
used to form the bases for generalized hypotheses for the effectiveness of other interest 
groups. 
This research will not attempt to predict the success of other animal rights interest 
groups. This study will be limited to the nucleus group in Norfolk, VA and not the 
individual groups in each state. Since this interest group is highly centralized, the 
nucleus headquarters where the decisions are made is the main focus. This study will not 
evaluate the effectiveness of other groups. Nor will this research look at a state by sate 
comparison of changes because the scope is beyond the limits of this paper, but would 
serve future study. 
32 Barbara A Bardes, Mack C. Shelley, and Steffen W. Schmidt, American Government and Politics 
Today: The Essentials (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth/Thomson Learning, 2000), 229. 
33 Peter Singer, Animal Liberation: A New Ethics for Our Treatment of Animals (New York: Avon Books, 
A division of The Hearst Corporation, 19970,7. 
CHAPTER II 
THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
In the social sciences, pluralism is a framework of interaction in which groups 
show sufficient respect and tolerance of each other, that they fruitfully coexist and 
interact without conflict or assimilation. Pluralism is arguably one of the most important 
features of modern societies and social groups, and may be a key driver of progress in 
science, society and economic development. The primary political frameworks that will 
be discussed are Pluralism (the lens though which this research problem is being studied), 
Elitism and Regime theory. 
In an authoritarian or oligarchic society, power is concentrated and decisions are 
made by few members. By contrast, in a pluralistic society, power and decision-making 
(and the ownership of the results of exercising power) are more diffused. It is believed 
that this results in more widespread participation and greater feeling of commitment from 
society members, and therefore better outcomes. Examples of groups and situations 
where pluralism is important are: a firm, a political body organization, and the scientific 
community. It can be argued that the pluralistic nature of the scientific process is a major 
factor in the rapid growth of knowledge. In turn, knowledge growth arguably leads to 
increased human welfare, due to, for example, greater productivity, economic growth, 
and better medical technology. 
If you look at the characteristics of the American electorate you will find that our 
form of democracy is based on group interests. Even if the average citizen cannot keep 
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up with political issues or cast a deciding vote in an election, the individual’s interest will 
be protected by groups that represent him or her. 
PLURALISM 
Theorists who subscribe to pluralism as a way of understanding American politics 
believe that people are naturally socialistic and are inclined to form associations. In the 
pluralists’ view, politics is the struggle among groups to gain benefits for their members. 
Given the structures of the American political system, group conflicts tend to be settled 
by compromise and accommodation so that each interest is satisfied to some extent. 
The pluralist view holds, that political power is not limited to those who possess 
wealth. Other resources exist besides money - organizational skills and popular support 
in elections, for example. Those resources tend to be distributed unequally, with some 
individuals having access to certain kinds of resources but not to others. Moreover, 
pluralists contend, people who possess power do not always use it for political ends. 
Many wealthy people do not participate in political activity and many choose instead to 
contribute to philanthropic or cultural causes.1 
The early forerunner of pluralism in political science was known as group theory, 
most widely associated with David Truman’s The Governmental Process, published in 
1951.2 Truman makes a simple assertion: Politics can be understood only by looking at 
the interaction of groups. He casts his lot with Madison, agreeing that “tendencies 
toward such groupings are ‘sown in the nature of man.’ 5,3 He draws on cultural 
anthropology and social psychology to prove his case that political man is a product of 
1 Robert A Dahl. Who Governs? (New Haven, Connecticut: Yale University Press, 1967), 129. 
2 David B. Truman, The Governmental Process (New York: Knopf, 1951). Truman traces the roots of a 
group theory of politics bade to Arthur F. Bentley’s The Process of Government (Chicago: University of 
Chicago Process, 1908). 
3 Ibid., 17. 
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group influences. ‘In all societies of any degree of complexity the individual is less 
affected directly by the society as a whole than differential through various of its 
subdivisions, or groups.”4 
The key feature of pluralism is difference or diversity. The complexity of the 
modem liberal state means no single group, class or organization can dominate society. 
Pluralism sees a separation between the state and civil society; a difference between 
economic and political power; and a variation in the interests that are successful in 
particular policy areas. Power is non-cumulative and dispersed. Hence the role of the 
state is to regulate conflicts in society rather than to dominate society in pursuit of 
particular interests. 
Pluralists have an underdeveloped theory of the state. The idea theory of the state 
assumes an all-encompassing authoritative organization that governs society. 
Consequently, the pluralist notion of the state is a set of institutions such as the executive, 
legislature, civil service and judiciary that are distinct from civil society. Through the 
mechanisms of elections and pressure politics the government is reflective of society’s 
demands and constrained by the countervailing powers of civil society and other 
organizations. For Robert Dahl, “there are multiple centers of power, none of which is 
wholly sovereign”.5 
Pluralism states that public policy is a product of competition among interest 
groups. PETA competes with the animal farmers, grain growers, medical and veterinary 
schools, private and publicly funded bio-chemical laboratories. The central argument is 
that societies are made up of a large number of social, ethnic, or economic groups that 
4 Ibid, 15. 
5 Robert A Dahl, Pluralist Democracy in the United States (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1967), 24. 
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are more or less organized. These groups put pressure on government to make policies 
that favor their interests. Each area of policy involves a distinctive set of problems and a 
separate set of political forces. There are multiple centers of power, according to 
pluralism theory, and public polices emerge from the political struggle among groups 
with competing demands. 
For pluralists, the state is often seen as a site of conflict between departments that 
represent a range of interest groups. Authority is dispersed evenly within the 
government6 and hence no single interest is able to dominate the state. Yet, the state is 
rarely neutral but reflects the range of group pressures it faces. David Easton believes 
that policy arises form the interaction of various social elements.7 The process of making 
policy within the state is an attempt to bargain between ranges of conflicting interests. 
Politics is a constant process of negotiation that ensures conflicts are resolved 
peacefully.8 
Politics as the resolution of conflicting interests means that groups are a crucial 
element in the political process. Arthur Bentley argued that the analysis of politics is the 
analysis of interest groups. The policy process is essentially a continual process of 
conflict and exchange between different groups, with the government being classified as 
just another interest group: 
All phenomena of government are phenomena of groups pressing one another, 
forming one another, and pushing out new groups and group representation (the 
organs or agencies of government) to mediate adjustments. It is only as we 
isolate these group activities, determine their representative values, and get the 
6 H. Echstein, “Group Theory and the Comparative Study of Pressure Groups” in Comparative Politics H. 
Eckstein and D. Apter eds. (New York: Free Press, 1963), 392. 
7 David Easton, The Political System. An Inquiry into the State of Political Science 2nd ed (New York: 
Alfred A Knopf, 1971), 172. 
8 Robert A Dahl, Pluralist Democracy in the United States (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1967), 24. 
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whole process stated in terms, that we approach to a satisfactory knowledge of 
government.9 
It is by organizing into groups that individuals can represent their interests to 
government. Pluralists define the state as a discrete organization making policy in 
response to the myriad of groups pressing on the government. Consequently, there are a 
vast array of studies that examine the methods and success of pressure groups. Pluralists 
do not see all pressure groups as having equal resources, access or influence. For 
instance, pluralists acknowledge that business is in a privileged position. Robert Dahl 
recognized that the goals of businessmen are legitimized by a system of beliefs widely 
shared throughout the community.10 For S. E. Finer, the importance of economic interest 
to the economy meant their cooperation must be won, rather than their services 
commanded. They do not direct but they may veto.11 
The theory of pluralism requires one to understand groups exist within the United 
States. These groups may be corporations allied together or individuals with the same 
views and goals grouped together in order for their voices to be represented within the 
government. The theory of pluralism states that an individual voice is equivalent to 
nothing while the voice of a group with similar interest and ideas holds some value, 
which is true of PET A. Often, these groups find that on certain issues they are too weak 
to stand alone and form an alliance with other groups. Since there are tons of issues to be 
dealt with, two groups may be allied on one issue one day and opposed each other on 
another day. Pluralism also allows for more ideas to be heard and for more groups to 
9 Arthur Bentley, The Process of Government (Chicago: Chicago University Press, 1967), 269. 
10 Robert A Dahl, Who Governs? (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1961), 76. 
11 S. E. Finer, Anonymous Empire (London: Pall Mall, 1966), 27. 
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have a change for its views to be expressed. With this, no one group has its views and 
ideas expressed every time. 
Many major sociological theories are concerned with the distribution of power in 
society and view those with power as controlling the society. This section of the 
theoretical framework will examine the way pluralism, urban regimes, elitism view the 
distribution of power in society as well as why it is argued that pluralism cannot exist in 
its purest form. 
Pluralists such as Max Weber, believe that direct democracy is impractical in 
modem, complex societies and that representative democracy is the best way to ensure all 
interest are represented. Pluralism defines two key factors that ensure representation of 
all interest groups as competing political parties providing a choice of government 
policies and pressure groups influencing political decisions. Pluralists view the state as 
necessary to maintain democracy by promoting political liberty. For example, freedom 
of speech and holding regular free elections provides everyone in society with the 
opportunity to express their opinion on political issues. Hence America and Britain, from 
this perspective can be categorized as a pluralist society as it conforms to all of the above 
criteria. 
Pluralism in its purest form would consist of all of the different interests of 
society being equally represented by political parties and pressure groups involved in 
decision making. Pluralists such as Robert Dahl, view those making or influencing 
decisions as having power, therefore pluralism in its purest form would mean that power 
is divided amongst several groups rather than being monopolized by one person or 
groups. 
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There are, however, several criticisms of pluralism. By simply viewing power as 
held by those making decisions, pluralism ignores the importance of the other faces of 
power; setting the agenda and manipulating the views of others. For example, it is 
argued that only government has power as they set the agenda and thus choose which 
issues are to be decided on so it is irrelevant who is involved in the decision making. 
Also, it can be argued voters don’t have any power as those truly in power manipulate 
their views, sharing their decision. 
It is clear not all interests are represented equally. This might be due to unequal 
resources. For example, a campaign for upper class pressure group will have greater 
funding and more representation than the homeless. In addition, some interest groups are 
not represented at all, as they are hidden form society such as domestic violence, which 
has only recently become an issue. Extremist views are also often ignored, as they are 
considered subversive. 
Pluralism also emphasizes the functions of political parties as offering a choice of 
policies and competing campaigns. In reality, however political parities often 
compromise more extreme policies to gain greater support, therefore political parities 
become increasingly similar. 
As cities grow, they diversity, elites can’t command all the community’s 
organizations; competition and pluralism increase. Similarly, the rise of taxpayer 
associations, neighborhood and minority groups, and environmentalist organization have 
all helped to make power in cities more pluralistic. Leaving aside, for the moment, the 
crucial question of whether social pluralism (the number of groups) is necessarily 
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correlated with political pluralism (the diffusion of power), the impact that the very 
increase in the number of organized groups had upon the conceptualization of pluralism. 
However, it is possible to offer an indicative outline of the core or principal tenets 
of urban pluralism. These tenets reflect the elements of a general pluralist model that can 
be derived from pluralists writings beyond the urban level.12 In pulling together these 
elements, Jordan identities the main characteristics of a general pluralist model as: 
first, that power is seen to be fragmented and decentralized; second, there is 
dispersed inequalities in so far as all groups have some resources to articulate 
their case, even if their demands are not necessarily, or successfully, acted upon; 
third, that this dispersion of power is a desirable feature in any system 
approaching the status of democracy; forth, that political outcomes in different 
policy sectors will reflect different processes, different actors and different 
distributions of power within those sectors; fifth, that the exercise of political 
power extends beyond the formal institutional structures of elections and 
representative institutions in liberal democracy; sixth, the interaction of interests 
would supply a practical alternative to the general will as the source of legitimate 
authority; finally, that the disaggregated nature of decision making, and the very 
uncertainty of outcomes of the bargaining process, helps bind participants to the 
process itself.13 
When reduced to this core the basic ideas are few in number and, moreover, do 
not amount to a single model. In fact, perhaps the central defining feature of pluralism is 
what it sets itself against. In this sense, as Jordan points out, it is no more than an anti- 
theory. What it is rejecting is more important than what it is establishing.14 What the 
original urban pluralist, Dahl, Wolfinger and Polsby were rejecting was the elitist view 
discovered by Hunter’s study of Atlanta.15 Pluralists rejected the highly stratified view of 
the power structure identified in Atlanta, where a small group of economically and 
socially pre-eminent men, by determining policy behind the scenes, were seen to have 
12 G. Jordan, “The Pluralism of Pluralism: An Anti-Theory?” Political Studies 38 (2): 293. 
13 Ibid. 
14 Ibid., 295. 
15 Frank Hunter, Community Power Structure (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 1953), 
45. 
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subordinated the roles of civic and political leaders. While not disputing that community 
decision making was restricted to small numbers of people, Dahl and his associates 
maintained electoral politics had not been residualized in the manner described by 
Hunter; for them, urban elected decision makers were significance in shaping issues, 
operated in the context of a democratic creed, and were still subject to popular control. 
The political system was thus seen to be relatively permeable in that “it remain[ed] open 
to groups who are active, organized and want to be heard.”16 
For pluralists society was “fractured into congeries of hundreds of small special 
interest groups, with incompletely overlapping memberships, widely diffused power 
bases, and a multitude of techniques of exercising influence on decisions salient to 
them.”17 In essence, pluralist democracy combined social pluralism—the existence of 
relatively autonomous groups and organizations—with electoral mechanisms of choice 
and a set of beliefs on democracy. Underpinning the political system, therefore, was a 
widespread popular consensus and support for the basic features of that system. 
Beyond this claim, urban pluralism rapidly fragments into diverse variants where 
prefixes- stratified, hyper, neo- become necessary indicators of the type of pluralism and 
reminders there is no single, simple model of pluralism. 
Therefore, the logical starting point is to review the original works of Dahl, 
Polsby and Wolfinger and their attempts to answer the question: ‘Who Governs?’ in an 
urban community. For Dahl, the question was an empirical one: “How does a democratic 
16 Robert Dahl, “Rethinking Who Governs? New Haven Revised” in R. J. Waste ed, Community Power 
Directions for Future Research (Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications. 1986), 182. 
11 Nelson W. Polsby, Community Power and Political Theory 2nd ed. (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1980), 118. 
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system work amid inequality of resources.”18 In examining one urban American 
community, New Haven, Connecticut, Dahl sought to answer the specific questions: 
• Are inequalities in resources of influence cumulative or non-cumulative? 
• How are important political decisions actually made? 
• What kinds of people have the greatest influence on decisions? 
• What is the relative importance of the most widely distributed political resource - 
the right to vote? 
• Are the patterns of influence durable or changing? 
• How important is the nearly universal adherence to the American Creed of 
democracy and equality?19 
The answers were to be provided through describing who was involved and how they 
were involved in the making of important decisions. Nelson Polsby in Community Power 
and Political Theory later specified three questions designed to elicit the indices of the 
power of actors in New Haven: who participates in decision making, who gains and who 
loses, and who prevails. One of the themes of Polsby’s book was what social scientists 
presume to be the case will in great measure influence the design and even the outcome 
of their research.20 
Robert Dahl’s research strategy in New Haven produced the finding over the 
course of the past two centuries, New Haven has gradually changed from an oligarchy to 
a pluralist society. Nonetheless, the pluralist city was stratified there was, “as in other 
18 Robert Dahl, Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City (New Haven : Yale University 
Press, 1961), 3. 
19 David Judge, “Pluralism” in Theories Of Urban Politics ed David Judge, Gerry Stoker and Harold 
Wolnmn (Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, 1998), 16. 
20 Nelson Polsby, Community Power and Political Theory 2nd ed (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
1980), 4. 
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political systems, a small stratum of individuals [who are] much more highly involved in 
political thought, discussion, and action than the rest of the population.”21 The outcomes 
of decisions are uncertain given “a stubborn and pervasive ambiguity that permeates the 
entire political system.”22 
An underpinning assumption of the study of New Haven in the 1950s was that 
apathy and indifference characterized public attitudes towards the political process. In 
Dahl’s words: “Most citizens are indifferent about public matters unless public actions 
encroach upon their own primary activities (which is not often or for long).”23 
This increase in political activism led some analysts to reformulate the original 
pluralist question of “Who Govern?’ into “Does Anybody Govern?’ The starting 
assumption was thus: given, on the one side, the number, diversity and scope of 
organized interests, on the other, the diminution in the capacity of elected politicians to 
control city bureaucrats, there would be policy instability and a fragmented and 
ineffective process of decision making. 
Yates is in no doubt that: 
The environment of policy making and the character of urban problems determine 
the shape of urban policy. Policy outcomes are a product of highly fragmented 
and unstable problem and policy contexts. And it is precisely because urban 
policy makers must deal with so many different, fragmented problem and policy 
contexts that urban policy making as a whole is so fragmented, unstable and 
reactive.24 
21 Robert Dahl, Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1961),90. 
22 Ibid , 102. 
23 Ibid , 191. 
24 David Yates, The Ungovernable City: The Politics of Urban Problems and Policy Making (Cambridge, 
MA: MIT Press, 1977), 85. 
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In other words, instead of the benign process of group competition and responsive 
political leadership identified in earlier pluralist studies, Yates’s argues that policy 
making was fragmented to the point of chaos. What existed was an extreme pluralism of 
political, administrative, and community interest which produces “street fighting 
pluralism.”25 This new pluralist variant reflected an intricate process characterized by 
diversity, variability, complexity, instability, and interdependence of interests and 
decision games and by the fact that policy making involves direct and well crystallized 
conflicts about urban goods and services. Yates’s argued that an exaggerated, extreme 
and perverted a form of hyperpluralism resulted - a system in which too many groups, 
each refuse to take no for an answer. Yates claims his analysis of decision games in New 
York City supports the proposition governing the city, becomes difficult the greater the 
number of participants; the more the major participants are independent of city hall. The 
more zero-sum conflicts are involved; and more issues become symbolic in which they 
become defined in terms of racism, power to the people or oppression of ordinary citizen. 
There are a number of problems or limitations with the pluralist analysis of the 
policy process and state-group relationships. First problem, pluralism still sees power as 
being widely dispersed and non-cumulative. It maintains there is no connection between 
economic and political power. Consequently, pluralists maintain a benign view of the 
political system which leads them to overestimate the ease of access to the policy 
process. Pluralists suggest if groups do not have access, it is because they have not tried 
diligently or perserveringly enough, or their interest have not been sufficiently 
threatened. 
25 Ibid. 34. 
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Second problem: they deny it is possible to exclude groups for long period. 
Pluralists do not take adequate account of the mechanisms that exist within the policy 
process for the exclusion of undesirable groups. 
Third problem: this notion of the ease of access to the political process is related 
to problems with pluralist methodology. Because pluralists are concerned with 
observable behavior, they see evidence of consultation as an indicator of access, and 
therefore influence. By focusing on the observable, pluralists may miss the real reasons 
for policy. They do not examine the ideological and structural context within which 
policy is made.26 
Fourth problem: the influence of pressure groups does not derive from their 
resources but also from institutional, historical and ideological context within which 
decisions are made. This context biases the decisions-making process so that certain 
interests are privileged over others. To grasp the influence of groups it is important to 
assess the historical development of a policy area, to examine how groups become 
involved, what pressure groups were excluded and what policy-making institutions 
developed. 
Fifth problem: pluralists fail to recognize, because of their positivist method, the 
role of ideas in shaping policy outcomes. In other words, they concentrate on observable 
behavior and thus are unable to evaluate how ideology may shape the actions of policy 
makers. This failure to understand ideology leads to the assumption that society is 
underpinned by a consensus of values. Moreover, this consensus is seen as being 
politically neutral and the result of shared interests. However, the degree of consensus is 
in itself questionable and even where consensus does exist, it is not neutral but serves a 
26 M. J. Smith, “Pluralism Reformed Pluralism andNew-Pluralism,” Political Studies 38 (May 1990): 302. 
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particular set of interests. Robert Dahl points out that the acceptance of the market 
capitalism is part of the consensus in the United States.27 Dahl identified the dominant 
system of beliefs as being partly responsible for the dominance of the interests of capital. 
Sixth problem, perhaps the central problem of pluralism is the tendency to treat 
business as just another group, but one that is well served in terms of resources. Clearly, 
business has advantages not available to other groups. 
• They do not face the collective action problems of other interests. 
• Because of its key role in the economy, business has resources 
unavailable to other groups. 
• Business has access to financial resources far greater than those of any 
other group. 
• Fourth, through ownership of the media, business has much greater 
access to sources of information than have any other groups. 
• Fifth, business operates within a favorable ideological framework. 
Seventh problem: pluralists focus a great deal on the role of groups in the policy 
process and in doing so, they underestimate the importance of the state and state actors. 
Most policies are initiated within the state by state actors who are not necessarily 
developing their policies in response to group pressures, but have their own interest 
which they wish to pursue.28 Frequently, groups are incorporated not because of their 
pressure but because they are useful to state actors in the development and 
implementation of policy. 
21 Robert Dahl, Who Governs? (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 1961) 84. 




At the core of the elitist doctrine lies the belief that the history of politics is the 
history of elite domination. Elitist, therefore challenges the key premises of most Western 
liberal assumptions about politics, the organization of government and the proper 
relationship between the state and civil society. As Gaetano Mosca puts it: 
In all societies - from societies that are very meagerly developed and have barely 
attained the dawnings of civilization, down to the most advanced and powerful 
societies - to classes of people appear - a class that rules and a class that is ruled. 
The first class, always the less numerous, performs all political functions, 
monopolies power and enjoys the advantages that power brings, whereas the 
second, the more numerous class, is directed and controlled by the first.29 
Hence, the nature of any society - whether it is consensual or authoritarian, 
dynamic or static, pacifist or totalitarian, legitimate or illegitimate - is determined by the 
nature of its elite. More, the goals of every society are both established and manipulated 
by its elite.30 
Elitism as a theory of social power is most associated with the works of Vilfredo 
Pareto, Gaetano Mosca and Robert Michels. Their common thesis was the concentration 
of social power in a small set of controlling elites were inevitable in all societies, and 
they rejected the feasibility of Karl Marx’s vision of evolutionary change towards a 
classless society with power equality.31 
Vilfredo Pareto argued that historical experience provides testimony to the 
perpetual circulation of elites and oligarchy. Every field of human enterprise has its own 
29 Gaetano Mosca, The Ruling Class (New York: McGraw Hill, 1939), 50. 
30 K. Prewitt, and A Stone, The Ruling Elites: Elite Theory, Power and American Democracy (New York: 
Harper & Row, 1973), 3 
31 Mark Evans, “Elitism” in Theory and Methods in Political Science, ed. David Marsh and Gerry Stoker 
(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995), 229. 
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elite. Pareto borrowed two categories of elites from Machiavelli: ‘Foxes’ and ‘Lions’32, 
in order to illustrate the nature of governing elite structures. The two categories stand at 
opposite ends of a continuum of governance. Foxes govern by attempting to gain consent 
and are not prepared to use force, they are intelligent and cunning, enterprising, artistic 
and innovative. However, in times of crisis, their misplaced humanitarianism leads them 
towards compromise and pacifism. Hence, when final attempts to reach a political 
solution have failed, the regime is fatally weakened. Lions represent the opposite pole. 
They are men of strength, stability and integrity; cold and unimaginative, they are self- 
serving and are prepared to use force to achieve or maintain their position. Lions are 
defenders of the status in both the state and civil society. They are likely to be committed 
to public order, religion and political orthodoxy. For Pareto, the qualities of the fox and 
lion are generally mutually exclusive. History is a process of circulation between these 
two types of elite. Pareto’s ideal system of governance would reflect a balance of forces 
that exhibits characteristics of both fox and lion. This incessant process of elite renewal, 
circulation and replacement illuminates the thesis that an elite rules in all organized 
societies.33 
Gaetano Mosca argued elites were inevitable as all societies are characterized by 
the dictatorship of the majority by the minority. He posited the existence of a ruling, but 
not necessarily economically dominant, class from which key office holders were drawn. 
Within Mosco’s formulation, each ruling class develops a political formula which 
maintains and legitimates its rule to the rest of the population. Elite circulation will 
32 Vilfiredo Pareto, Sociological Writings (London: Pall Mall, 1966), 110. 
33 Mark Evans, “Elitism” in Theory and Methods in Political Science, ed. David Marsh and Gerry Stoker 
(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995), 229. 
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usually occur through inheritance but, from time to time, power will pass into the hands 
of another class due to the failure and collapse of the political formula.34 
Mosca’s conceptualization of the political formula has much in common with the 
concept of hegemony, which springs from the views of Karl Marx and Friedich Engels in 
The German Ideology; the ideas of the ruling class are in every historical stage the ruling 
ideas. Hence, the class that is the dominant economic group in society is, at the same 
time, its ruling intellectual force.35 In other words, an economistic Marxist would say 
people owning the means of production also control the process of government and can 
use this domination to impose their views on society. This results in a false 
consciousness among the proletariat, whereby they accept their subordinate position in 
capitalist society and not question the existing social and political structure. Mosca failed 
to develop the concept of political structure. Masco failed to develop the concept of 
political formula in any systematic way, unlike this Marxist contemporary, Antonio 
Gramsci. The centrality of the ideological dimension to an understanding of the dialectic 
of power domination and control is an important consideration that Mosca’s research 
clearly overlooked. 
Robert Michels’ work needs to be understood in the context of his own personal 
struggle against the German academic establishment. He wrote from the standpoint of a 
radical socialist whose ability to secure an academic post at a German university was 
impared by his ideological position. However, it was the German Social Democratic 
Party, and its propensity for oligarchy, and not the establishment, that bore the full brunt 
of his frustrations. Michels’ central explanation of the inevitability of elites represents a 
34 Ibid., 230. 
35 M. Evans, Karl Marx (London: Allen & Unwin, 1975), 82-86. 
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further critique of pluralism and Marxism. With regard to the self-government of the 
masses in conformity with the decision-making of popular assemblies. However, while 
this system placed limits on the extension of the principle of delegation, it fails, to 
provide any guarantee against the formation of an oligarchical camerilla (political 
structure). In short, direct government by the masses was impossible. Michels applied a 
similar argument to political parties. In his view, the technical and administrative 
functions of political parties make first bureaucracy and then oligarchy inevitable. The 
notorious notion of the iron law of oligarchy provides the key to Michels thoughts on the 
nature of elite structures, because it ensures the dominance of the leadership over the rank 
and file membership. Elite circulation is maintained by the inability of the masses to 
mobilize against the leadership view. This ensures their subjugation to the whim of the 
elite. In essence, it is the very existence of this system of leadership that is incompatible 
with the tenets of liberal democracy and pluralism.36 
The integration of elitism is generally assumed by Pareto, Mosca and Michels 
without any rigorous empirical investigation. Pareto failed to demonstrate a theory of 
elite domination in his native Italy. Mosca showed that governments in the past were 
often characterized by a self-serving elite, but did not establish this was the case. Further, 
while Michels argued that Western European political parties were characterized by elite 
domination, it was a difficult proposition to sustain empirically. Perhaps not surprisingly, 
the, subsequent elite theorists have disagreed strongly about the relative degree, causes 
and consequences of elite integration in Western industrialized societies. In the United 
States a lengthy debate has ensured over the structure of power and influence at the 
36 Ibid., 230. 
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national level, which has centered on the degree to which this structure of elite 
domination has coalesced or expanded 37 
To speak of an elite is to have a mental picture of the way power is distributed. 
Whether we live in democratic or authoritarian societies, with market or command 
economies, common sense generally tells us that control over crucial resources like 
property, money, the legitimate use of violence, political influence, scientific knowledge 
and so on is concentrated in the hands of a few. Social structures resemble pyramids, 
with a relatively small number of very powerful people at the top gradually giving way to 
a large mass of unpowerful individuals at the bottom. Elite theory is based on this 
hierarchical conception of society and concerns itself with relations between the rulers 
and the ruled, the powerful and the powerless. 
Critical elite theory is the flip side of the normative, approach about takes many 
aspects of the technocratic approach. It is also the perspective that informs most of the 
applications of elite theory to urban studies. Critical elite theorists like the sociologist C. 
Wright Mills see the power elite as neither natural nor desirable but as the worrying 
product of historical trends 38 Mills suggests that power in the Unites States was once 
widely dispersed and decentralized. Countless male-scale leaders in business, politics 
and military affairs shared power and influence with social institutions like the family, 
church and schools. However, with growing bureaucratization, power became 
concentrated within large business corporations, the central executive machinery of 
government and the military establishment. The United States became a military- 
industrial complex in which a few senior decision makers in the three key power centers 
31 Ibid., 231. 
38 C. Wright Mills, The Power Elite, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1956), 27. 
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were afforded the capacity to monopolize crucial national decisions by virtue of their 
organizations’ control over vast physical, financial, political and intellectual resources. 
The elements of the power elite might sometimes disagree among themselves or fail to 
use their ruling capacity. But it is they alone who have that capacity. For Mills, 
representative democratic institutions are organized and configured at the time had 
effectively surrendered sovereignty to mainly unelected power elite. 
Among the few general tendencies to be discerned within elite theory is that 
political scientists concentrate somewhat narrowly on elite-formation in and around the 
machinery of government whereas sociologist see political leaders as one element of a 
wider elite, usually encompassing military and business leaders. Beyond this, there is 
little internal agreement on basic themes such as the precise composition of elites, 
whether they evolve over time to reflect wider social change or hang on to power by 
manipulation, and so on. 
Elitism does not do the following: (1) View the government as being highly 
responsive to interest group pressure. (2) View interest groups as easily formed with 
varying resources which results in continual conflict with variations in winners and 
losers. (3) View interest groups as an important part of the political process. (4) View 
interest groups as segmented ideologies who are trying to become dominate each other. 
For the above reasons, Elitism would not be model to use when discussing interest 
groups. 
REGIME THEORY 
Regime theory came fore in the study of urban politics from the mid-1980s 
onwards. In contrast, to pluralist and elitist accounts, it is a relatively new theoretical 
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force and indeed cannot claim to be as well developed as either of the preceding theories. 
It also lacks the extent and range of empirical work surrounding pluralist and elitist 
studies. Yet the regime theory offers a distinctive approach to the study of politics and in 
particular the issue of power. It provides a framework for analysis which captures key 
aspects of urban governance at the end of the century. It provides a new conceptual 
framework and more particular theoretical statements bout causal relationships and 
behavior in urban politics. 
Regime theory holds substantial promise for understanding the variety of 
responses to urban change. Its emphasis on the interdependence of governmental and 
non-government forces in meeting economic and social challenges. It focuses attention 
upon the problem of cooperation and coordination between governmental and on- 
governmental actors. While significant differences persist from country to country, it is 
clear that the need for some form of public/private cooperation exists in all advanced 
capitalist societies. Growing competition between cities for investment, and the role of 
business interests in local decision making has increasingly shaped the urban terrain. 
Decentralization and shifting responsibilities within the state, increased financial 
constraints, and the development of privatized services utilizing for-profit and non-profit 
organizations, have also created additional complexities for local governments. 
Regime theory provides a new perspective on the issue of power. It directs 
attention away from a narrow focus on power as an issue of social control towards an 
understanding of power expressed through social production. In a complex, fragmented 
urban world the paradigmatic form of power enables certain interests to blend their 
capacities to achieve common purposes. Regime analysis directs attention to the 
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conditions under which such effective long-term coalitions emerge in order to accomplish 
public purposes. 
Regime theory takes as given a set of government institutions subject to some 
degree of popular control plus an economy guided mainly but not exclusively by 
privately controlled investment decisions. A regime is a set of arrangements by which 
this division of labor is bridged.39 
Regime theorists argue that politics matters. The founding premise of regime 
theory is that urban decision makers have a relative autonomy. Systemic power is 
constraining but scope for the influence of political forces and activity remain. Regime 
theorists argue that the organization of politics leads to very inadequate forms of popular 
control and makes government less responsive to socioeconomically disadvantaged 
groups. As Elkin argues, “the roots of the city’s failures are not in the necessity of 
earning its keep but in how that impulse gets translated into action.”40 The organization 
of politics does not facilitate large-scale popular participation and involvement in an 
effective way. 
Elkin argues that urban politics suffers not only from a systematic basis in the 
benefits provided to certain interests but also is undermined by failures in social 
intelligence. In the policy debate within cities one solution and one view about how to 
proceed tends to dominate. Problem solving in these circumstances (is not likely to be to) 
benefit the citizens because desirable alternatives go unexplored. 
For hyper-pluralist the number of organized interests, the weakness of 
government and the scale of social and economic problems led to a process of policy 
39 Clarence Stone, “Urban Regimes and the Capacity to Govern: A Political Economy Approach,” Journal 
of Urban Affairs, 18 (1): 1-28. 
40 S Elkin, City and Regime in the American Republic (Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press, 1987), 98. 
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instability and a fragmented and ineffective decision-making process. Regime theory 
stands in contrast to hyper-pluralism. 
What is attractive about the regime theory is that is begins to address the 
following questions: 
• What are the implications of social complexity for politics? 
• What does the systemic advantage of certain interests imply for the nature 
of urban politics? 
• What forms of power dominate modern systems of urban governance? 
• What role is there for democratic politics and the role of disadvantaged 
groups? 
Clarence Stone‘s work represents the most advanced application of regime 
analysis. However, some of his core insights are submerged in the details of his intensive 
case study of Atlanta. Complexity is central to the regime perspective. Institutions and 
actors are involved in an extremely complex web of relationships. Diverse and extensive 
patterns of interdependence characterize the modem urban system. Lines of causation 
cannot be easily traced and the policy world is full of unpredicted spillover effects and 
unintended consequences. Fragmentation and lack of consensus also characterize the 
system. Many activities are autonomous and middle-range accommodations are worked 
out. 
Complexity and fragmentation limits the capacity of a state as an agency of 
authority or control. Nor can the state simply be seen as an arbiter or judge of competing 
societal claims. As complexity asserts itself government becomes more visible as a 
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mobilizer and co-ordinator of resources. It is this third type of governmental activity 
which is particularly the of regime analysis 
To be effective, governments must blend their capacities with those of various 
non-governmental actors. In responding to social change and conflicting governmental 
actors are encouraged to form regimes to facilitate action and empower themselves. 
Thus, according to Stone, a regime can be defined as an informal yet relatively stable 
group with access to institutional resources that enable it to have a sustained role in 
making governing decisions.41 Participants are likely to have an institutional base- that 
is, they are likely to have a domain of command power. The regime, however, is formed 
as an informal basis for coordination and without an all encompassing structure of 
command. 
Regimes operate not on the basis of formal hierarchy. There is no single focus of 
direction and control. The PETA organization has only one single focus of direction and 
control, which has a formal hierarchy therefore the regime theory would not serve well as 
a theory of choice. But neither is regime politics governed by the open-ended 
competitive bargaining characteristic of some pluralist visions of politics. Regime 
analysts point to a third model of coordination social life: the network. The network 
approach, like regime analysis, sees effective action as flowing from the cooperative 
efforts of different interests and organizations. Cooperation is obtained, and 
subsequently sustained, through the establishment of relations promised on solidarity, 
loyalty, trust and mutual support rather than through hierarchy or bargaining. Under the 
network model organizations learn to cooperate by recognizing their mutual dependency. 
41 Clarence Stone, Regime Politics: Governing Atlanta, 1946-1988 (Lawrence, KS: University Press of 
Kansas, 1989), 6. 
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Relationships within the regime have a character that is different from the mayor- 
centered coalitions identified in some pluralist work, especially of Dahl’s study of New 
Haven. Regime partners are trying to assemble long-running relationships rather than 
secure for themselves access to immediate spoils: “Governance is not the issue-by-issue 
process pluralism suggest. . . Politics is about the production rather than distribution of 
benefits . . . Once formed, a relationship of cooperation becomes something of value to 
be protected by all of the participants.”42 
Politics is about achieving governing capacity which has to be created and 
maintained. Stone refers to power as a matter of social production rather than social 
control. In contrast to the old debate between pluralists and elitists which focused on the 
issue of who governs? The social production perspective is concerned with a capacity to 
act: What is at issue is not so much domination and subordination as a capacity to act 
and accomplish goals. The power struggle concerns, not control and resistance, but 
gaining a fusing, a capacity to act-power to, not power over.43 
Unlike elite theorist, regime theory recognizes any group is unlikely to be able to 
exercise comprehensive control in a complex world. Regime analysts, however, do not 
regard governments as likely to respond to groups on the basis of their electoral power or 
the intensity of their preferences as some pluralist do. Rather governments are driven to 
cooperate with those who hold resources essential to achieving a range of policy goals. 
Regime theory is concerned more with the process of government interest group 
mediation than with the wider relationship between government and its citizens. Regime 
42 Clarence Stone, Urban Regimes and the Capacity to Govern: A Political Economy Approach,” Journal of 
Urban Affairs, 15 (1): 1-28. 
43 Clarence Stone, Regime Politics: Governing Atlanta, 1949-1988 (Lawrence, KS: University Press of 
Kansas, 1989), 229. 
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theory views power as structured to gain certain kinds of outcomes within particular 
fields of governmental endeavor. The key driving force is “the internal politics of 
coalition building.”44 If capacity to govern is achieved, if things get done, then power has 
been successfully exercised , plus to a degree it is irrelevant whether the mass of the 
public agreed with, or even know about, the policy initiative. 
The pioneering efforts of Stone, Elkin and others in relation to regime theory 
leave a number of issues unexplored. First, it is necessary to examine the understanding 
which can be explored through empirical study. Second, regime theory needs to escape 
the localist trap and place its analysis in the context of the broader political environment. 
Third, regime theory lacks a coherent approach to the issue of regime continuity and 
change. 
Having discussed pluralism, elitism, and regime theory, it is no wonder this 
research will use the lens of pluralism to study the PETA animal rights interest group. 
The key feature of pluralism is difference or diversity: The complexity of the modem 
liberal state means that no single group, class or organization can dominate society. 
Pluralism sees a separation between the state and civil society; a difference between 
economic an policy areas. Power is non-cumulative and dispersed. Hence the role of the 
state is to regulate conflicts in society rather than to dominate society in pursuit of 
particular interest.45 
Regime theory like Elitism does not view the government as being highly 
responsive to interest group pressure, does not view interest groups as easily formed, 
does not view interest groups as an important part of the political process. Regime theory 
44 Ibid., 178. 
45 Martin Smith, “Pluralism” in Theory and Methods in Political Science ed. David Marsh and Gerry Stoker 
(New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1995) 209. 
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stands in contrast to pluralism, especially hyperpluralism. It is about how in the midst of 
diversity and complexity a capacity to govern can emerge within a political system. 
Regime theory does not regard governments as likely to respond to interest groups on the 
basis of their electoral power or the intensity of their preferences. Rather, governments 
are driven to cooperate with those who hold resources essential to achieving a range of 
policy goals. Competition among interest groups is not the key. However, pluralism 
contents that competition among interest groups is the key to political policy. Therefore, 
the regime they would not serve as a model when discussing interest groups. 
CHAPTER HI 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Most Americans either belong to one or more interest groups, which are 
represented although they are not formal members. In this way interest groups are 
similar to political parities: They represent the opinions and demands of citizens and use 
their strength to win benefits from the government. In fact, interest groups are a highly 
significant force in the formulation of public policy in the United States. 
Arguably, interest groups of various kinds have existed throughout American 
history, but mostly during the twentieth century, interest groups have increased greatly in 
number. Since the 1970s there has been an explosion in the number of politically active 
groups. 
Several factors account for the increase in the number of interest groups. One is 
the basic structure of American government: Federalism because it has separation of 
powers, encourages group participation. If an interest group is unable to achieve its goals 
at the state level, for example, it may have success in Washington. If a group cannot 
influence the legislative branch of the government, it can seek to gain the support of the 
executive branch or start a lawsuit in the courts to achieve its objectives. 
The economic specialization of American society has increased the number of 
active interest groups. For instance, the development of the computer has created many 
new businesses. This, in turn, has led to the creation of groups and associations that 
devote themselves to furthering the interests of the computer industry. 
The Structure of Interest Groups 
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Some interest groups have constitutions or charters, which hold periodic elections, 
and charge membership dues. Many of the largest groups are organized like the 
government, with power divided between national and local levels. The degree to which 
members take part in group activities varies widely. Many group members do not attend 
meetings.or work for the group’s goals; they are members in name only. Others members 
are active in the organization’s affairs. They may be regular members who identify 
strongly with the group’s goals and devote their energies to furthering the group’s 
interests.1 
Like political parties, interest groups depend heavily on their leaders. The leaders 
of a group control its professional staff and the information available to its members and 
to the public. Consequently, the more effective the leadership, the more powerful the 
group is likely to be.2 
A clear division of labor between advocacy and maintenance of the organization 
makes obvious sense because different skills are involved. Skills dealing with the 
government, dealing with members’ request for services, organizing membership drives, 
designing recruitment materials, and evaluating marketing efforts. What is not clear to 
interest group officials the comparative value of assigning advocacy staffers on the basis 
of issue or functional specializations. 
A functional division of labor may utilized lobbyists with backgrounds as former 
congressional staffers or as bureaucrats make them particularly suitable for advocacy 
1 L. Harmon Zeigler and G. Wayne Peak, Interest Groups in American Society, 2nd ed. (New Jersey: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1964), 64. 
2 Ibid. ,86. 
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work with their former institutional employer. Utilizing contracts and knowing the 
system may be the most important qualities contributing to success. The argument in 
favor of issue-based assignments in that policy expertise adds to a lobbyist’s credibility 
and access. Day in, day out, most of a lobbyist’s job has to do with the sum and 
substance of issues. Profound knowledge of an issue is an advantage a lobbyist carries 
into battle.3 
Making Decisions 
For interest groups, the law of resources on any given day, any given group will 
have relevant issues before it more than it can possibly handle. Whether a group is staff 
dominated or has some direct member influence, allocating resources between issues is 
the most troublesome part of making decisions. 
A number of important points about decision making by interest groups need to 
be taken into account. First, leaders of interest groups try to think systematically about 
how to budget their resources. Second, some issues matter so deeply to the organization 
without question, they must receive high priority for lobbying resources. Third, the 
timeliness of issues makes planning extremely hard. Interest groups do not control then- 
own destiny, because they cannot control the political agenda. Fourth, and finally, it is 
easier for an interest group to take on a new issue than to drop a current one. Just 
because a new issue is vital to the group arises, other issues do not become unimportant. 
Consequently, it’s not easy to decide what to let go. Issues can become less pressing in a 
relative sense as the lobbyists rush to an emergency that needs their immediate attention. 
Nevertheless, interest groups staffers do not operate on a zero-sum principle; for every 
3 Jeffrey M. Berry, “Beyond Citizen Participation: Effective Advocacy Before Administrative Agencies,” 
Journal of Applied Behavioral Science 17 (October 1981), 463. 
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new allocation of their time they do not consciously eliminate an equally time consuming 
activity. In practice, of course, the zero sum principle must hold because the day has 
only so many hours. Issues get crowed out by demands of more urgent issues without 
some official articulation of a new ordering of priorities.4 
These generalizations describe the dynamics of resource allocation. There are, of 
course, variations. Some years can be stable for an interest group, with few surprise 
issues or relevant changes in the political environment. Eventually, the problems 
outlined here plague all types of interest groups. They have trouble planning and their 
allocation of resources evolves out of incremental decisions, many of which are 
automatic because they involve issues at the core of the group’s purpose. 
Types of Interest Groups 
Some interest groups are formed around a single issue and serve no other purpose 
than to work toward a favorable resolution of that issue. Most, however, are formed to 
serve their members’ interest on a large number of subjects and on a continuing basis. As 
these interests change, so does the group’s program. Various groups were formed to 
serve what they consider to be the public interest rather than the interests of any 
particular group. 
In the past most interest groups had an economic basis - agriculture, business, 
labor, and so forth. But there are also a variety of non-economic interest groups, for 
example, on racial or religious interests or on issues such as gun control, abortion, or 
conservation. 
4 Jaffrey M. Berry, The Interest Group Society (New York: Harper Collins, 1989), 75. 
Economie Interest Groups 
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Most interest groups are formed to represent their members’ economic interests. 
Agricultural groups, for instance, try to protect their members against the hardships 
caused by fluctuating farm prices. The specialized nature of modem farming has led to 
the formation of groups that are concerned with specific areas of agriculture - the 
National Apple Institute, for example. There are also a number of large groups that claim 
to represent farmers in general. These include the National Grange, the American Farm 
Bureau Federation, and the National Farmers’ Union. 
Business groups and farmers are a variety of groups, called trade associations, 
which represent a single industry, as well as a few that claim to represent business as a 
whole. Among the former are the American Bankers Association and the Automobile 
Manufacturers Association. The largest general business groups include the National 
Association of Manufacturers and the Chamber of Commerce of the United States. 
Labor as a whole is represented by the AFL-CIO, a federation of a hundred plus 
unions. The AFL-CIO was created in 1955 by the merging of the American Federation 
of Labor, which is composed of skilled workers such as carpenters, and the Congress of 
Industrial Organizations, which consists largely of unskilled workers in mass-production 
industries such as steel. Most of the nation’s organized workers are affiliated with the 
AFL-CIO, which is very active politically and well financed. Membership in the AFL- 
CIO had declined in the past decade, however, largely as a result of the decline in 
American manufacturing and out sourcing. 
Public employees people employed of the federal, state, and local governments 
are a fast growing part of the American labor movement. Historically, governments have 
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opposed the right of their workers to form unions since the 1960s this right has 
increasingly been recognized at all levels of government (though it is generally illegal for 
the unions to strike). 
The most important unions are the American Federation of Teachers (AFT), the 
American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees (AFSCME), both of 
which are connected with the AFL-CIO, and the National Education Association (NEA), 
an independent union, not only have these groups pressed hard for increased benefits for 
their members, but they also become major interest groups, spending large sums on 
political campaigns and lobbying on a wide variety of issues. 
Professionals such as doctors and lawyers have their own interest groups. 
Although their membership is not large, these groups are influential because of the wealth 
and status of their members. Professional associations are concerned with licensing 
requirements in their states—that is, with the standards a person must meet to practice in 
the state—but they can also be very active on some issues related to government. The 
American Bar Association (ABA), for example, has been concerned with the quality of 
appointees to the federal courts, and since 1945 the ABA has been active in screening and 
evaluating judicial nominees. The American Medical Association has been a vigilant 
opponent of legislative proposals that would give the government control over physicians 
and the medical services they provide. 
Noneconomic Interest Groups 
Some noneconomic interest groups have a religious or moral basis (e.g., the 
National Conference of Catholic Charities, the National Council of Churches, the 
Christian Coalition, and the American Jewish Congress); others are formed around 
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specific issues such as abortion. The interests of women are represented by several 
groups, of which perhaps the best known is the National Organization for Women 
(NOW), which has been active in eliminating gender-based discrimination and furthering 
the interests of women. The interests of African Americans are the concern of groups 
like the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP) and the 
Urban League. The groups that claim to speak for the “public interest,’ the largest is 
Common Cause, which was established in 1970. This group takes stands on a wide 
variety of issues such as advocating campaign finance reform. 
Single-Issue Groups 
An important trend in recent years the rise of single-issue interest groups such as 
abortion or gun control. Groups such as the National Abortion Rights Action League and 
the National Right to Life Committee spend large amounts of money and effort to have 
their views on abortion become government policy. Single-issue groups judge candidates 
and public officials by their views own one issue. The Sierra Club is one of a 
organization concerned with conservation and environmental problems. In some primary 
and general elections the outcome can depend on how much pressure such groups place 
both on the candidates and on the voters. The result, according to some experts, is the 
“fragmentation” of American politics and failure to consider the overall public goods.5 
Political Action Committees 
To escape prohibitions, many unions and corporations have created independent 
political action committees (PACs) in order to fund political campaigns. PACs have been 
successful in raising and spending large sums of money obtained through contributions 
5 William J. Crotty, American Parties n Decline, 2nd ed. (Boston: Little, Brown, 1984), 142-143. 
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by union members and corporate officers, and take positions on a variety of national 
issues. Interest groups create PACs to achieve their objectives 
In addition to trade unions and corporations, many other types of interest groups 
have created PACs. The Association of Trial Lawyers, the National Education 
Association, and the American Medical Association were among the largest political 
contributors to the 2004 general election campaigns. There are also ideological PACs, 
which promote either conservative or liberal ideas and candidates. Some PACs take an 
active interest in issues that affect other nations. For example, a number of pro-Israel 
PACs are very active in Washington, and in 1993 pro-Mexico PACs spent large amounts 
of money to promote passage of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) by 
the United States Congress. 
Once an organization has established a political action committee, it can raise 
money from its members or employees. Under federal law the PAC can spend up to 
$5,000 for each candidate it supports in a particular election, with no limit on the total 
amount it can spend. Some PACs also engage in other kinds of political activity: 
assisting in voter registration, operating telephone banks on election day, distributing 
campaign literature, and canvassing potential voters. The money spent on these activities 
does not count toward the $5,000 limit as long as the PAC’s activities are kept separate 
from those of the candidate’s personal campaign organization. 
In recent years the issue of ethics, both in Congress and in the executive branch, 
has taken on greater importance in the minds of many Americans. Some of their concern 
has centered on the rise of PACs that spend large amounts on the campaigns of 
64 
candidates for public office.6 Since much of this money goes to incumbent legislators 
who are seeking reelection, the public increasingly sees government (especially 
Congress) as being “bought” or used by special interests. 
Activities of Interest Groups 
The chief method used by interest groups to influence public policy is lobbying, 
trying to persuade legislators to vote for or against a particular bill or to convince 
members of the executive branch that a particular program is or is not desirable. Those 
who perform this task are called lobbyists. PETA is effective when it comes to using 
lobbyists. The term was initially used several centuries ago in Great Britain in reference 
to journalists who waited in the lobbies of the House of Commons to interview 
legislators. In the Unites States the term is frequently given a negative connotation. 
Some interest groups attempt to achieve their policy goals by bringing lawsuits in 
the courts or by supporting legal actions begun by other individuals or organizations. 
Grassroots activity designed to influence public opinion is another frequently used 
strategy. Finally, many interest groups give financial and other forms of electoral support 
to candidates for public office. 
Lobbying Congress 
Lobbying in Congress may be directed at individual legislators and their staffs, 
but much effort is aimed at the committee that deals with the issue of concern to the 
interest group. Lobbyists for interest groups often testify before congressional 
committees and submit prepared statements that present the organization’s views on 
6 David B. Magleby, “Prospects for Reform,” in Money, Elections, and Democracy: Reforming 
Congressional Campaign Finance eds. Margaret Latus Nugent and John R. Johannes (Boulder, CO: 
Westview Press, 1990), 246. 
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proposed legislation. These personal appearances and documents enable interest groups 
to present detailed information about a particular subject to members of Congress- 
knowledge they might not be able to obtain from any other source. 
Interest groups pay their lobbyist to keep them up to date on developments with 
the government that could afreet their members. Accordingly, lobbyists become experts 
not only in the subject their interest group but also on the House and Senate committees 
and subcommittees that deal with that topic. Lobbyists keep an eye on the activities of 
those House and Senate committees and try to establish close ties with the committee 
members, especially the chairs. 
Lobbying the Executive Branch 
In some cases, agencies of the executive branch are more important targets of 
lobbying efforts than individual members and committees of Congress. Not only does 
the executive branch administer policies that have been enacted by Congress, but it also 
takes the initiative in proposing new policies. This is especially true of the president and 
his staff 
Although the president is less accessible than other government officials, there are 
numerous ways in which interest groups can influence decision making in the White 
House. That influence may be direct for example, the president asks representatives of an 
interest group for information and advice when drawing up a legislative proposal. More 
often, it is indirect, occurring through contacts with members of the president’s staff. 
Lobbyists also seek to influence policy in the executive branch by influencing the 
decisions of policymaking officials in the departments and agencies of the government. 
The key to success in the executive branch is knowing precisely which individuals on the 
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White House staff or in the bureaucracy have the greatest influence on policymaking in a 
particular area. 
Interest Groups and the Courts 
Although, the courts are protected by law from all direct lobbying activities, 
several ways exist in which interest groups can indirectly influence the judiciary. One of 
those ways is to bring lawsuits in the courts. The best-known example of such action is 
the series of cases brought by the NAACP to enforce the civil rights of African 
Americans. The Supreme Court case of Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka (1954),7 
which made school segregation unconstitutional, was begun by the NAACP. Similarly, 
the American Civil Liberties Union (ACLU) represents individual in cases involving 
issues of civil liberties and civil rights. For example, in 1996 the ACLU, along with 
other civil rights groups, filed suit in federal court to challenge the constitutionality of the 
California Civil Rights Initiative, which was been approved by a majority of the state’s 
voters. The initiative barred the state government from using race and gender quotes in 
all public program operated by the state. 
Interest groups can file amicus curiae (friend of the court) briefs. In such cases, 
the group, although not a party to the actual conflict, can present its views on the issues in 
question to try to convince the court of the merits of its arguments. The NAACP and the 
ACLU frequently file amicus curiae briefs in civil liberties and civil rights cases. Groups 
representing business, labor, consumers, women, and the professions, on occasion, also 
file such briefs. In the 1997 Supreme Court cases involving the “right to die” Vacco v. 
7 347 U. S. 483 (1954). 
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Quill and Washington v. Glucksbery sixty amicus curiae briefs were filed by a wide 
A 
variety of religious, medical, political, and scholarly groups. 
Grassroots Activities 
Interest groups also engage in activities designed to influence public opinion. The 
goal may be to gain support for basic values (democracy, the family, the American way 
of life, etc.) or to shape public opinion on a specific issue. Tactics can take many forms, 
including obtaining exposure in the news media, buying advertisements and engaging in 
other forms of public relations, and publicizing the voting records of legislators.8 9 
All these campaigns seek to shape public opinion in the hope that public will, in 
turn, put pressure on Congress or the executive branch to adopt the policies favored by 
the interest group. Lobbyists have long understood that grassroots activities are an 
important part of interest group politics and their efforts in Washington “are aided by a 
strong show of support form those back home.”10 
Support from those back home may be expressed in the form of letters, telegrams, 
faxes, and telephone calls to senators and representatives. In addition, delegations from 
the home district or state of a member of Congress may make a personal visit to express 
their opinions on an issue, implying an unfavorable response will result in loss of voter 
support at election time. The member many come to the conclusion the content of the 
letters does not represent the majority viewpoint. 
Interest groups also advertise in newspapers or on television to get their message 
across to the public. They hope the public will support their views and put pressure on 
8 Scott H. Ainsworth, Analyzing Interest Groups (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 2002), 159. 
9 Jeffrey M. Berry, 77te Interest Groups Society, 2nd ed. (New York: Harper Collins, 1989), 100-110. 
10 Ibid., 116. 
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the government to adopt the policies they favor. Or they may simply hope the public will 
develop a favorable attitude toward the interest group. Some corporations, for example, 
help finance public television programs and radio broadcasts of cultural events. 
Finally, grassroots activities may take the form of public demonstrations. When 
they are carried out on a large scale, these events are usually planned and organized by 
coalitions of groups. During the 1960s and 1970s, for example, civil rights groups and 
groups opposed to the war in Vietnam, organized many demonstrations designed to win 
public support for their views. In recent years several major demonstrations have been 
held in Washington, D.C. In 1995 the Rev. Louis Farrakhan led a “Million Man March” 
to assert the unity and strength of African-American men. In 1996 a coalition of 
Hispanic, labor, and civil rights groups led a Latino and Immigrants’ Rights March, the 
first such demonstration by Hispanic people. 
In the past several decades many other groups held demonstrations at both the 
local and the national levels. At times demonstrations have been so common that their 
organizers were unable to obtain media coverage. Yet coverage on the evening news is 
of central importance in getting the public to pay attention to the demonstration and the 
policy objectives of the particular group. 
There is always a danger that demonstrations will alienate the public. People may 
see them as unruly exercises or as reflecting a narrow, selfish view. Demonstrations may 
also defeat their purpose if organizers resort to excesses. Finally, demonstrations, 
regardless of their form, cannot be successful unless they are combined with other tactics 
in a sustained lobbying drive.11 
ii Ibid., 110-112. 
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In recent years lobbyists made increasing use of the technologies of the electronic 
age. Business groups such as the National Association of Manufacturers have installed 
banks of fax machines that automatically send faxes requesting group members to ask 
employees or customers to contact members of Congress on a particular issue. Other 
lobbyists run TV commercials including a toll-free number that viewers can call; the call 
is answered by a telemarketing company and transferred directly to the office of the 
appropriate member of Congress. Still another effective new technology is the use of 
satellite networks that connect an organization’s Washington headquarters to affiliates in 
every state, thereby allowing the association’s leaders to appear on television in the 
affiliates’ offices and rally the membership to action. 
Electoral Support 
Many interest groups contribute money to political campaigns. The important 
role of political action committees in financing congressional campaigns has already been 
mentioned. Besides contributing funds to the candidates they favor, interest groups may 
offer other forms of electoral support, such as providing political consultants, sponsoring 
public opinion polls, organizing campaigns to register voters, and providing workers to 
staff local campaign or organizations. And of course, organizations urge their members 
to vote for candidates who favor the group’s policies and to defeat candidates who 
oppose them. 
Funding of Interest Groups 
Interest groups obtain the funds to finance their activities in a variety of ways. 
Corporations, of course, can simply budget a particular amount for lobbying activities. 
Noncorporate interest groups generally raise money from several kinds of sources. Most 
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rely on dues paid by members, but the proportion of revenues obtained in this way differs 
greatly from one group to another. Many groups also obtain gifts and donations from 
individual and corporations and grants from foundations. 
Another source of organizational income is staff-generated revenues of various 
kinds. These revenues come from magazines, pamphlets, informational booklets, and the 
like that are sold to members and the public, as well as conferences, seminars, training 
sessions, and other services. A few groups also obtain income from financial investments 
and endowments; an example is the American Medial Association, which earns several 
million dollars a year in investment income.12 
Marketing Interest Groups Direct Mail 
If an organization operates in a competitive environment and offers benefits 
similar to those of other groups, how aggressively it markets itself could make the critical 
difference in its ultimate success. The segment of the interest group community in which 
competition is probably forecast is that of citizen groups. For almost every conceivable 
constituency, there are overlapping groups. 
When a national citizen group is in a highly competitive field, it will frequently 
depend on direct mail to solicit members or donations. Direct mail campaigns often 
involve mailings of hundreds of thousands of individual letters, which allows 
communicating individually with prospective members, bringing to their attention the 
good world of the organization. Many people will toss direct mail solicitations into the 
waste basket unopened, considering it junk mail. 
12 Kay Lehman Schlozman and John T. Tierney, Organized Interests and American Democracy (New 
York: Harper Collins, 1986), 90-92. 
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An organization wanting to engage in a direct mail campaign begins by hiring 
consultants and renting mailing lists.13 Consultants are hired because direct mail involves 
a number of steps requiring expertise as well as expensive computer and printing 
equipment that few groups have reason to own. Consultants help groups select a mailing 
list or sets of various causes that they rent to clients; other consultants will rent them from 
brokers. Picking a list is critical, if the mailing turns out poorly, the organization will 
lose money, hardly a desirable outcome. For this reason, a group using a list for the first 
time will usually pretest them sending out small batches to names on each list to see if 
any are clear winners or losers. The best list are used in full. The usual types of lists give 
names of people who are members of other interest groups distinctly liberal or 
conservative point of view. Direct mail has become so popular each lists get used to the 
point of saturation, inundating the same people with growing numbers of solicitations. A 
lobbyist for an environmental group complained more and more groups are using direct 
mail, which means each of us gets less money. 
Inside is the most important ingredient, the appeal letter. The best letters contain 
a good amount of detail along with passages that will provoke the reader’s emotions. 
Typically, the letters are four single-spaced pages with significant passages underlined or 
indented to break up the long blocks of text. The key to direct mail is to make the reader 
angry or scared. 
Letters do not simply request money, they demand action by the severity of the 
situation they describe. A common third part of the direct mail package is one or more 
pieces of literature not written in letter format. Often included is a reprint of a newspaper 
13 Lany J. Sabato, The Rise of Political Consultants (New York: Basic Books, 1981), 21. 
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article» offering persuasive evidence that the crisis outlined in the letter is as real as the 
organization says it is. The National Organization for Women (NOW) used a 
reproduction of the one-sentence human life advocated by antiabortionist: The paramount 
right to life is vested in each human being from the moment of fertilization without 
regard to age, health, or condition of dependency. A handwritten message from NOW’s 
president on the same suggest an amendment would outlaw some forms of birth control. 
A return envelope and a contributor’s card round out the typical direct mail package. 
Direct mail is likely to be successful when it is tied to highly visible current 
events. For all the success many groups have had with direct mail, it is still a risky 
enterprise because of its substantial costs. Despite the potential for actually losing 
money, the success that many groups have with direct mail encourages others to take the 
risk and invest seed money, hoping to uncover a good harvest of donors. When groups 
do take to the mails to solicit money, the formula remains the same; pure emotion, 
lighting-rod issues, and hot names.14 
Maintaining the Organization 
Direct mail is not one tool by which interest groups market their product and 
retain their members once they enlist them. Whatever the means, all organizations must 
maintain themselves by raising money on an ongoing basis so they may continue to 
operate. It is simply a matter of raise money or die. Although organizations can go 
under if fund-raising drops dramatically, the most common problem is keeping funding 
up to avert project or staff cutbacks. Ideally, of course, interest groups expand their base 
of support so that they can take on more projects. Fund-raising is difficult and 
14 Larry J. Saboto, PAC Power (New York: Norton, 1984), 57. 
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competitive, though, the most groups will usually do well to keep up with the annual rate 
of inflation. 
Still the number of interest groups has grown significantly and many interest 
groups have been in business for many years expanded their operations. Use of direct 
mail indicates a larger trend: Interest groups have been able to market themselves better. 
There are two parts to this advance. First, entrepreneurs (interest groups’ organizers) 
have successfully identified new or under subscribed markets where members could be 
found for their organization. Second interest group leaders have been able to expand 
their funding beyond membership dues. 
The basis for the first part of the argument is as follows: Success demonstrated 
by prominent interest groups, multiplication of regulatory agencies and government 
programs, acceptance of pluralism as a goal, and demystification of interest group 
behavior. All contribute to expanding numbers of interest groups and to their growth of 
many existing organizations. Interest group entrepreneurs were able to approach 
constituencies that were learning of the potential interest group advocacy. 
The appeal of lobbying organizations to new constituencies explains only part of 
their growth. Equally important has been the ability of the groups to tap additional 
sources of money that allow them to grow beyond the limits of their rank and file 
membership dues. Competitiveness among like minded organizations for the same group 
of people willing to donate money and the increasing number of groups that entered the 
competition forced lobbies to be more aggressive to maintain themselves. 
To begin with, where does interest group money come from? Research by Mark 
Peterson and Jack Walker demonstrates that various kinds of groups differ substantially 
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in their dependence on dues. Groups in the profit sector category (mostly trade 
associations) draw almost two-third (63 percent) of their funds from membership dues. 
Other types of organizations in their survey sample (citizen groups, nonprofits, and profit 
and nonprofit mixed memberships) receive only about-third to one-half of their funds 
from membership dues.15 
Where does the rest of the money come from? The following sources of money 
supplement dues as interest group income. 
• Foundations: Citizen groups, which receive the smallest part of their money from 
members, are the biggest beneficiaries of foundation money among all types of 
lobbies. 
• Fees and Publications: Money derived from publications, conferences, and 
training institutes is a common source of interest group income. With their 
unusually good command of the issues, interest group employees are able to 
produce handbooks, booklets, and even full-size books that can be marketed to the 
general public. 
• Sugar Daddies: Leaders of organizations, can substantially increase the group’s 
activities if they can add large individual donations to the sum they raise through 
regular membership fees. Furthermore, for groups with little or no membership 
support, large donations from sugar daddies may be their lifeblood. 
• Government Grants: A main factor in interest groups growth during the 1960s 
and 1970s was the parallel growth in domestic spending by the federal 
15 Mark A Paterson and Jack L. Walker, “interest Group Responses to Partisan Change,” in Interest Group 
Politics, 2nd ed. Allan J. Cigler and Burdett A Loomis (Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly Press 
1986), 174. 
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government. The categorical grant programs of this year increased the funds 
available to citizen groups, nonprofit professional organizations, and trade 
associations. These interest groups aggressively seek federal grant money for 
training, planning, economic development, and other activities and projects. The 
cuts in domestic spending by the Regan administration reduced the grant money 
available to interest groups. 
A group must continually work hard to seek out new funds from potential members and 
other sources. Otherwise, it risks organizational decline (unraveling). 
The rapid expansion of interest group advocacy in recent years has focused 
attention on the sophisticated theorizing on origins and maintenance of lobbing 
organizations. The work of Truman, Salisbury, and Olson in particular provide insight 
into the ways in which interest groups form and attract support from constituents. 
How Powerful Are Interest Groups ? 
Power is not evenly distributed among interest groups. Some groups are large and 
influential, others small and relatively unimportant. The larger groups tend to have more 
power because they benefit from the support of thousands and sometimes millions of 
members. Loyalty can also be an important factor. If a group is unified and its members 
are able to agree on specific goals and work together to achieve those goals, the group is 
more influential. In additional, some groups are more powerful because they are better 
organized and have more financial resources than others. 
The uneven distribution of power among interest groups has been a subject of 
much criticism. Some groups, it is claimed, are simply too big, too powerful, and too 
effective. Some are not opposed by other groups, or if they are, the opposition is weak. 
76 
Another criticism of interest groups is that they represent only a small percentage 
of the population—a minority with very specific, narrow interests—and the widely held 
view that interest groups represent the majority of the population is a myth. One political 
scientist, writing in 1960, stated that "pressure politics is essentially the politics of small 
groups. The system is skewed, loaded, and unbalanced in favor of a fraction of a 
minority”—those in the highest social, economic, and educational categories.16 The great 
increase in the number of interest groups in recent decades makes it unlikely this 
criticism remains valid today. 
Interest groups have various power resources as they attempt to influence policy 
makers: 
• Large size contributes to a group’s effectiveness. If large groups can 
persuade their members to vote in block fashion, elected officials will pay 
attention. Large groups can also raise substantial amounts of money. 
• Geographic concentration helps groups become very influential within 
their communities. Tobacco farmers, oil companies, and automobile 
manufactures are especially powerful in some states. 
• The high prestige of professional associations like the National Education 
Association, the American Federation of Teachers, or the American 
Medial Association also helps them get publicity, influence public 
opinion, and gain access to decision makers. 
16 E.E. Schattschneider, The Semisovereign People (Fort Worth, TX: Holt, 1960), 35. 
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• Financial strength is another important ingredient of group power. 
Financial resources can be used to hire professional lobbyists, make 
campaign contributions, and generate public relations campaigns. 
• Leaders of unified groups with highly motivated members can easily 
mobilize the group in pursuit of its objectives. 
• In the most effective groups, supportive members give leaders leeway in 
making day-to-day tactical decisions. Such groups can act quickly and 
decisively while competing groups are busy surveying members for 
directions and approval.17 
• Concentrating on a narrow range of interests allows a group to devote all 
of its resources to influencing policy in that area. Competing groups may 
have to spread their resources over a wider variety of issue areas. 
• Duration and stability also contribute to group effectiveness. Experienced 
groups know the ropes. ‘Newly organized groups require time to get up to 
speed. 
• Groups are most effective if they pursue relatively conventional 
objectives. A well-organized, well-financed, narrowly focused group 
pursuing objectives that are far out of step with mainstream popular 
opinion will have limited effectiveness.18 
Efforts to limit the power of interest groups have centered on controlling the 
activities of lobbyists. In 1946 Congress passed the Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act, 




which required lobbyists to register with the government, list their employer and salary, 
and file quarterly financial reports with the Senate and the House of Representatives. 
This legislation has been ineffective because loopholes in the law make it possible for 
many lobbyists to avoid registering. Only a small percentage of Washington lobbyists 
comply with the 1946 law. 
Over the years, Congress gave half-hearted consideration to proposals to tighten 
the rules governing lobbyists, but no significant changes were made. Growing pubic 
outrage over the overly close relationships between lobbyists and many legislators finally 
led Congress to act. In 1995 both houses adopted new ethics codes that contained new 
rules governing lobbyists and legislators. 
The second half of the twentieth century has brought major changes to the 
American political system. The political parties have declined in importance and 
influence, and it seems doubtful that they will regain their former strength and power. 
Perhaps the most important, and in some ways the most disturbing, development 
of recent years is the tendency for “issue politics” to replace “Party Politics.” A group 
may form around a particular issue, push for the enactment of a specific law, and keep an 
eye on the way that law is carried out. Many people find such activity much more 
satisfying than traditional party politics. For one thing, it produces visible results—the 
passage blocking of legislation, for example. For another, issue politics permits people to 
choose the problem that concerns them most deeply and concentrate on it. Party politics, 
by contrast, deals with many public matters, and a citizen may agree with some policies 
but not with others. 
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Many observers contend that interest group activity has resulted in greater 
participation in the political process; more people are members of politically active 
organizations and more are going to meetings, writing to members of the legislature, 
lobbying Congress, collecting signatures on petitions, and the like. Moreover, 
individuals gain a greater sense of purpose than can be obtained from working for a party, 
and they can be involved year round, not just at election time. 
Research suggest substantial gender differences in beliefs about nature. Men 
exhibit much more support than do women for the exploitation and control of the natural 
world. Women, by contrast, consistently express greater affection toward animals and 
concern for ethical relations with nature.19 
As Jasper and Nelkin argue, urbanization very likely played a substantial role in 
reconstructing the cultural view of nonhuman animals. Even within a society, where one 
lives may have great influence on one’s perspective. Research suggest that animal rights 
advocates primarily are urban residents and those involved in agriculture tend to hold the 
most traditional attitudes toward animal.20 
Previous research suggest adherence to traditional Judeo-Christian religious views 
are associated with lower levels of support for animal rights. As Klein points out, 
“Religion plays a major role in shoring up traditional values in a time of change.”21 An 
animal rights perspectives asks, at minimum, that humans reconsider their relationship to 
and its usage of animals. At the extreme, it demands a major cosmological shift, placing 
humans and non humans on relatively equal moral footing. Religion, therefore, may 
19 S. F. Kellert The Value of Life: Biological Diversity and Human Society (Washington: Island Press), 12. 
20 J. M. Jasper and D. Nelkin The Animal Rights Crusade: The Growth of a Moral Protest (New York: The 
Free Press), 27. 
21 E, Klein Gender Politics (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1984), 114. 
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react against animals rights philosophy and shore up a countervailing anthropocentric 
ethical perspective. The first addresses the respondent’s level of religious 
fundamentalism; the second is a measure of church attendance. 
Prior research suggest that both age and education may be related to attitudes 
about animal rights. In general, the young and those with less education are more likely 
to endorse animal rights.22 Both environmentalism and attitudes toward science are 
potentially consequential elements in support for animal rights. 
22 C. W. Peek, N. J. Bell and C. C. Dunham “Gender, Gender Ideology, and Animal Rights Advocacy” 
Gender and Society 10 (1996), 464. 
CHAPTER IV 
THE ANIMAL RIGHTS MOVEMENT 
The animal rights movement consist of diverse individuals and groups concerned 
with protecting animals from perceived abuse or misuse. Supporters are specifically 
concerned with the use of animals for medical and cosmetics testing, the killing of 
animals for furs, hunting for pleasure, and the raising of livestock in restrictive or 
inhumane quarters, so-called factory farming. Concern for inhumane treatment of 
animals has led many supporters of the movement to advocate vegetarianism. Although 
the movement can trace its roots to the antivivisection campaigns of the 19th century, the 
modem movement is closely tied to environmental issues. (Vivisection means the 
dissection of living animals for experimental purposes. The use of the term in recent 
years has been expanded to include all experimentation on living animals, rather than just 
dissection alone.)1 In the early 1970s, environmental activist organizations, such as 
Greenpeace, began protesting against the annual slaughter of Canadian fur seals and 
against commercial whaling. The movement gained support in the 1980s, membership in 
major national animals rights organizations, such as People for the Ethical Treatment of 
Animals (PETA), had grown dramatically. Animal rights campaigns are responsible in 
large part for substantial tightening of regulation in the use of animals for research. 
The animal rights movement or animal liberation, also called the animal 
personhood movement, is the worldwide movement of individual activist, academics, 
lawyers, campaigns, and organized groups who oppose or engage in direct action against, 
1 “vivisection.” The Columbia Electronic Encyclopedia, Infoplease. © 2000-2004 Pearson Education, 
Puablishing as Infoplease. 30 Se pt. 2004. 
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the use of non human animals in research, as food, as clothing, or as entertainment. 
Members of the movement can be found all over the world, although many of its ideas 
and methods were developed by British activists. The UK is regarded as “Afghanistan 
for the growth of animal rights extremism throughout the world,” Patti Strand of the 
American lobby group National Animal Alliance told the BBC. “The animal rights 
movement that we are dealing with in the United States is a direct import from the United 
Kingdom.”2 
The movement espouses a number of approaches to furthering the cause of animal 
rights. Some groups reject violence against persons, intimidation, threats, and the 
destruction of property: for example, the British Union for the Abolition of Vivisection 
(BUAV) and Animal Aid. These groups concentrate on education and research, 
including carrying out undercover investigations of other groups advocate and support 
the destruction of property or intimidation of those involved in what they perceive as 
animal abuse, but do not themselves engage in those activities, concentrating instead on 
education, research, media, campaigns, and undercover investigations: for example 
People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA), are the case study focus of this 
paper. 
A third category of activists operates using the leaderless resistance model, 
working in covert cells consisting of small numbers of trusted friends, or of one 
individual acting alone. These cells engage in direct action: for example by carrying out 
raids to release animals from laboratories and farms, using names like the Animal 
Liberation Front; or by engaging in the destruction of property and intimidation of 
2 Cox, Simon and Richard Vadon. “How Animal Rights Took on the World” 
(http://news.bbac.co.Uk/l/hi/magazine/4020235.stmt. BBC Radio 4, retrieved June 18, 2006. 
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people, using a campaign name like Stop Huntingdon Animal Cruelty (SHAC). Activists 
have carried out or threatened acts of physical violence operated using the names Animal 
Rights Militia (ARM) and the Justice Department. 
The movement aims to include animals in the moral community by putting the 
basic interests of non-human animals on more of an equal footing with the basic interests 
of human beings. A basic interest would be, for example, not being made to suffer pain 
on behalf of other individual human or non-human animals. A related aim is to remove 
animals from the sphere of property, and to award them personhood; that is, to see them 
awarded legal rights to protect their basic interests. 
Animal rights activist argue that animals appear to have value in law only in 
relation to their usefulness or benefit to their owners, and are awarded no intrinsic value 
whatsoever. In the United States, for example, state and federal laws formulate the rules 
for the treatment of animals in terms of their status as property. The Texas Animal 
Cruelty Laws apply only to pets living under the custody of human beings. They exclude 
birds, deer, rabbits, squirrels, and other wild animals not owned by humans. The U.S. 
Animal Welfare Act excludes “pet stores, state and country fairs, livestock show, rodeos, 
purebred dog and cat shows, and any fairs or exhibitions intended to advance agricultural 
arts and sciences.” The Department of Agriculture interprets the Act as excluding cold 
blooded animals, and warm blooded animals not “used for research, teaching, testing, 
experimentation, exhibition purposes, or as a pet, and farm animals used for food, fiber, 




Regarding the campaign to change the status of animals as property, the 
movement has seen success in two countries. Switzerland passed legislation in 1992 
recognizing non human animals as beings, not things. In 2002, rights for non human 
animals were enshrined in the German constitution when the words “and animals” were 
added to the clause obliging the state to respect and protect the dignity of human beings 4 
The Seattle based Great Ape Protect (GAP) -founded by Australian philosopher 
Peter Singer, the author of Animal Liberation (which is one of the bibles of the 
movement) is campaigning for the United Nations to adopt its Declaration on Great Apes, 
which would see chimpanzees, bonobos, gorillas and orang-utans included in a 
community of equals with human beings. The declaration wants to extend to the non 
human apes the protection of three basic interests; the right to life, the protection of 
individual liberty, and the prohibition of torture.5 
Animal People, an independent newspaper covering the international animal 
protection and animal rights movements, indicates that these issues are increasing in 
popularity with the public. Citing U.S. 1RS (tax) form 990 numbers for 2004, the 
newspaper says that donations to animal rights groups increased by 40 percent from 2003 
to 2004. For example: 
• The Human Society of the Unites States (animal protection): revenues of $74 
million up 3 percent. 
• The Massachusetts Society for Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (animal 
protection): revenues of $48.2 million, up 11 percent. 
4 http;//archives.cnn.com/2002/WORLD/europe/Q6/21/germanv.animals/index.html. Accessed 10/30/2006. 
5 http://www.greatapeproicct.org/declaration.html. Accessed 10/30/2006. 
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• People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (animal rights): $28.1 million, up 20 
percent. 
• Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine (animal rights): $16 million up 
from 12 million. 
The Animal Liberation Front, Animal Defense League and Earth Liberation Front did 
not file tax form 990s, but Animal People estimates the combined budgets of the more 
militant animal rights organizations are more than $290 million in 2004, up form $207 
million in 2003.6 As the U S. Justice department now labels theses groups as terrorist 
organizations, under the USA Patriot Act donations to them are federal crimes and 
punishable by substantial criminal penalties. 
While most of the movement does not engage in violence against persons, a 
November 13, 2003 edition of CBS of News’ 60 Minutes charged the “eco-terrorists: a 
term used by the United States government to refer to the Animal Liberation Front and 
Earth Liberation Front, are considered by the FBI to be “the country’s biggest domestic 
terrorist threat.” In hearings held on May 18, 2005 before a Senate panel, SHAC was 
also identified as a “ U S. terror threat.”7 
Roger Scruton, a writer and philosopher, states animals do not have rights and the 
idea of a right is an expression of sovereignty that human beings claim over their own 
lives is dubiously applied to animals which have no understanding of moral issues. 
Furthermore Scruton states that animal rights are a human duty not a right of animals.8 
Contrary to this view, Andrew Tyler, the director of Animal Aid, states that animals do 
6 http://www.brownficldnetwork. com/ gestalt/go. cfm?obiectid-9D2127C8-F43 A-A1E3 - 
7A0EEE9D16C0E363, Accessed 11/06/2005 
7 http://ww\v.cnn.com/206/US/05/19/domestic.teiTorism/. Accessed 11/06/2005. 
8 Roger Scruton, “Do Animals Have Rights?” The Ecologist 31, no. (March 2001): 20-23. 
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have rights, and that the future can be positive without the exploitation of animals, and a 
cruelty-free lifestyle for animals is preferable.9 
Similarly, David S. Oderberg looks at the difference between human and animals 
in order to examine the myths concerning animal rights. According to Oderberg, no one 
is under a duty to respect another’s rights if he is not free to respect or not to respect, if he 
is not able to chose between right and wrong. Oderberg says what matters when it come 
to having rights is twofold: (a) knowledge; and (b) freedom. More precisely, a right 
holder must, first, know he is pursuing a good, and secondly, he must be free to do so. 
No one can be under a duty to respect another’s right if he cannot know what it is he is 
supposed to respect.10 
Moreover, no one can possess a right if he is not free to pursue the good it 
protects, if he is not capable of planning his life, ordering his priorities, choosing to live 
in a dignified and human way; or a squalid and less than human way. Consequently, it 
becomes clear why animals-nonhuman ones-cannot possess rights according to David 
Oderberg. It is because they do not possess the two features which are necessary for 
being a right holder. No animal knows why; it lives the way it does; no animal is free to 
live in one way or another. Animals, from the smallest single-celled organism to the 
most human like ape, are governed purely by instinct. These type attitudes about animals 
lead to the most dangerous contemporary threat to the use of animals in the use of 
medical research. Along with these values is the view that animals are not as valuable as 
9 Ibid. 
10 David S. Oderberg. “The Illusion of Animal Rights,” Human Life Review 26, no. 2/3 (Spring Summer 
2000): 37. 
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human beings and therefore appropriate to use them in any manner desired in research 
that benefits humans. 
Calls for the end of animal usage tend to come from people who dispute, on 
empirical grounds, the relevance of using animals in developing medical treatments, or 
from those who openly reject fundamental ethical values that are reflected in animal 
research. 
For at least the past century, the great majority of people in Western societies 
have adhered (at least in principle) to a general ethical positions regarding the treatment 
of animals we humans use or with which we interact. This general view, called the 
traditional approach to animal welfare, focuses on unpleasant mental states in animals, 
such as pain, suffering, stress, distress, and discomfort. The traditional approach asserts 
many animals, humans use or interact with are capable of experiencing pain, and the 
experience of pain is a harm or evil to animals as well as to humans. Thus, an important 
tenent of the traditional approach is that although we should always try to avoid inflicting 
pain on animals, we are obligated not to cause them unnecessary or unjustifiable pain. 
In regarding certain animal pain as necessary; the traditional position regards 
certain uses of animals as ethically appropriate, but insists no pain should be inflicted on 
the animals than is required for these uses. For example, if raising and slaughtering cows 
to produce beef does cause cows some pain, such pain is not, strictly speaking, necessary. 
We could stop raising cows for beef, however, most adherents of the traditional approach 
countenance as necessary some animal pain that occurs when we use cows to produce 
beef. They do so because they believe that using the animals for this purpose is ethically 
acceptable and some pain may be inevitable in the context of this use. Likewise, 
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research, if terminating animal research would cause widespread human suffering. The 
traditional approach accepts some animal pain as necessary in research because it accepts 
the appropriateness of some research causes some animal pain. 
Although the traditional approach focuses on animal pain and seeks to avoid or 
minimize it, the approach is not utilitarian. Utilitarian ethical theories claim that the 
rightness of actions derives solely from their utility, that is, their contributions toward 
intrinsically good states of affairs such as pleasure, happiness, or the satisfaction of 
preferences. A utilitarian justification of an animal experiment would argue that any 
animal pain it causes is outweighed by its benefits to humans or to other animals. A 
utilitarian will claim that an animal use that causes pain to animals is acceptable only if 
that use, when compared to alternative uses of animals, minimizes the total amount of 
pain felt by all beings capable of feeling such sensations. 
In contrast to a utilitarian approach, the traditional approach does not make the 
appropriateness of animal uses turn on whether, or balance on whether, the total pain 
experienced by all beings affected is minimized. Instead, the traditional approach holds 
that a number of animal used are legitimate, and maybe employed as a justification for a 
range of different ethical or religious principles. For example, adherents of the traditional 
approach need not justify the use of animals for meat on the ground that people who eat 
meat experience, on balance, total satisfactions that outweigh all the pain caused to the 
animals used in meat production. 
Although the traditional approach is not utilitarian, it generally engages in a 
balancing or weighing of what is done to animals, on the one hand, against the purposed 
results of these uses, on the other. In the Unites States the federal Animal Welfare Act 
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(AWA) and the Heath Research Extension Act of 198 (HREA) require that institutions 
create Institutional Animal Care and Use Committees (IAUCUs), which must approve all 
of the experimentation and testing on animals covered under these laws. The balancing 
or weighing is sometimes phrased in terms of comparing the cost to the animals against 
the benefits to people or animals. The traditional approach does not preclude employing 
a strict utilitarian argument to justify some uses of animals. Nevertheless, the traditional 
approach is not in and of itself utilitarian, because what counts as justified animal pain 
under the traditional approach often does not turn on calculations of utility. 
Another important feature of the traditional approach is its adherents do not 
believe it is in and of itself wrong to kill an animal, or that animals have a moral right not 
to be killed by humans. This follows from the fundamental tenet of the approach, that the 
overriding ethical obligation to animals is to avoid causing them unjustifiable pain. 
Therefore, very few people say that keeping an animal alive is important because it 
perpetuates the animals ability to be free form avoidable or unjustified pain, distress, or 
discomfort. In other words, behind the notion that animal welfare is negated by death is 
the view that animal welfare includes enjoyable experiences. 
Jerrold Tannenbaum finds the following positions expressed repeatedly in the 
emerging approach to animal welfare that goes from pain to pleasures: 
1. Although obligated to avoid causing animals used in research and for other 
purposes no more pain than is necessary or justifiable, it is not the only obligation 
of research scientists. 
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2. Many animals have a significant interest in positive and enjoyable experiences, 
such as feelings of satisfaction in activities including eating, socializing with 
members of the same species and sexual behavior. 
3. Certain positive experiences that animals can undergo constitute part of their 
welfare. 
4. Therefore, killing animals, even painlessly; harms these animals because it 
prevents them from having these experiences. 
5. Therefore, killing animals harms their welfare. 
6. Scientists are obligated to protect and assure the welfare of animals that are used 
in research and for other purposes. 
7. Therefore, scientists are obligated to provide animals used in research not just 
freedom from avoidable or unjustifiable pain; they must also provide them with 
pleasurable and satisfying experiences.11 
Saying that scientists must afford research animals well-being appears to imply that 
scientists must afford them some satisfactions, enjoyments, and pleasures. According to 
Bernard Rollin, current demands for environmental enrichment and well-being are just 
preliminary steps to societal attitudes and laws requiring that all animals kept and used 
for human purposes shall be provided happiness and, as Rollin puts it, happy lives: “In 
the 1985 Amendments [to the Animal Welfare Act] society mandated exercise for dogs 
and environments for nonhuman primates which enhance their psychological well-being. 
These demands, I believe, are moral requirements which society will very shortly extend 
to all animals kept in confinement for human benefit, such as animals used in agriculture, 
11 Jerold Tannenbaum, “The Paradigm Shift Toward Animal Happiness” Society Journal 39, no. 6 
(Sept/Oct 2002): 24. 
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zoos, or research facilities. The research community must anticipate these demands and 
begin to seek animal friendly housing, care, and husbandry systems that allow the 
animals to live happy lives while being employed for human benefit.”12 
Bernard Rollin offers what is supposed to be an argument for the emerging 
approach. He maintains all animals have a nature, essence, or telos. For Rollin, these are 
not just biological built-in attributes, but characteristics or interests satisfaction of which 
constitutes the very definition of the kinds of animals we are considering. He asserts, we 
protect these interests of the individual we consider essential to being human, to human 
nature, from being submerged, even by the common good. These moral/legal fences that 
so protect each human individual are called rights and are based on plausible assumptions 
regarding what is essential to being human. Rollin believes that a new social ethic is 
beginning to apply this principle to animals, although this ethic does not attempt to give 
animals human rights.13 
In approving of this new social ethic, which will require that all animals kept in 
captivity be afforded happy lives, Rollin appears to argue it is part of the telos of research 
animals that they are happy and, indeed, five happy lives. The animal will suffer, not just 
in the sense of not being happy, but in the sense of feeling unhappy and miserable which 
is the claim now being made against the way chickens, pigs and cows are now raised in 
factory farms. 
The emerging approach gains ground and is applied to a wider range of research 
animals in a wider range of research settings. Animals will come to be viewed as our 
12 Bernard E. Rollin, Farm Animal Welfare: Social, Bioethical, and Research Issues (Ames: Iowa State 
University Press, 1995), 23. 
13 Ibid 25. 
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friends and worthy of happiness and happy lives. Eventually; if research animals come to 
be viewed as our friends animal research will stop. This is precisely what animal 
activists who promote the emerging approach want. 
Although the notion of a paradigm shift may be overused, it is appropriate in the 
case of the animal rights movement because the view moves from the traditional 
approach that seeks to minimize animal pain to the emerging approach that calls for 
animal happiness. 
In short, a new way of viewing research animals appears to be taking hold, a way 
that is neither motivated by nor susceptible to factual verification. It is beyond the scope 
of this research to speculate about why this is happening. Franklin Loew, former dean of 
the veterinary schools at Tufts University and Cornell University, has suggested most 
people are coming to view all animals through an urban and suburban prism. Most 
people live in cities or suburbs, and the only live animals with which they come into 
contact are pets. These people, Loew believes, began with a paradigm of animals as pets 
and believe all animals are the same capacities and are entitled to the same benefits as 
their beloved cats and dogs. The passage of the amendments to the Animal Welfare Act 
(AWA) in 1985 marked the first time provision of psychological well-being was required 
for certain research animals; this was a critical event in encouraging the view some 
research animals should be given positive enjoyments. 
People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) play an essential part in the 
social change movement for animals. Their on going efforts to create new legislation is 
one of their outstanding characteristics, before most elected officials will introduce 
animal friendly legislation. They found the best way to convince legislators that their 
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constituents are strongly in favor of reform is for the constituents themselves to 
communicate with their public officials. They usually spark a multi media campaign on 
which the locals can focus. Public officials do listen! When Virginia was considering 
implementing a bounty on coyotes, the governor received so much mail against the 
bounty that he vetoed the bill. And former New York Governor Mario Cuomo twice 
vetoed a bill that would have allowed medical technicians to practice human intubation 
(inserting tubes through the mouth or nose into the trachea) on cats; Cuomo’s aides said 
they received more mail on the bill than any other piece of legislation. 
PETA’s colorful demonstrations, eye-catching ads, and media interviews get 
people thinking about the cruelty animals endure on factory farms, and about changing 
their eating habits. They write countless letters, stage hundreds of protest, and place 
numerous public service announcements, billboards, commercials, and advertisements 
which causes their effort to pay off. More and more young people are making the switch 
to a vegetarian diet, which makes it easier for the next generation. They make vegetarian 
choices easier for everybody by convincing restaurants and grocery stores to offer more 
vegetarian dishes. Thousands of people visit PETA’s Web site GoVeg.com daily to order 
free vegetarian starter kits. 
This interest group is important not only because of their actual membership size, 
but because they represent the views of even a larger constituency. This interest group 
first and foremost acts to represent their constituents before the local and federal 
government. Thereby, affording this small number of people the opportunity to 
participate in the American political process. 
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There are groups against PETA such as private laboratory research companies, 
pharmaceutical companies, biomedical and research companies, meat growers of all 
kinds, farms who grow the grains to feed all the meat growers livestock animals and then 
companies that sell fur coats and the like. The United kingdom journal Nature runs 
articles in defense of the utilization of animals in laboratory research. Saying that animal 
studies are crucial for scientific and medical advancement, and that animal sacrifice 
occasionally is required in the pursuit of human needs.14 The article goes on to say it is 
vital that public confidence in the scientific use of animals is preserved and strengthened. 
The contributions of animal research of animal research to the health, safety; and 
well-being of both humans and animals have been enormous. Without animal research, 
very few of the medical advances we expect today for ourselves and our loved ones 
would be possible. Vaccines for rabies were developed using dogs and rabbits. 
Smallpox, which killed more than two million people, can now be prevented because of 
research on cows. Diphtheria was conquered with research on guinea pigs and horses. 
Polio, the scourge of the 1950s, would have been impossible to prevent without the use of 
monkeys. Because of animal research, we now have vaccines for measles, rubella, 
chicken pox, hepatitis B and Lyme disease. The insulin that allows millions of people 
with diabetes to continue to live was developed using dogs. The effectiveness of 
penicillin and other antibiotics have saved tens (perhaps hundreds) of millions of lives 
was established through research on mice and other rodents. So any procedures and 
medications that prevent death, spare pain, and make life productive and enjoyable have 
been developed through animal research. Cardiac bypass surgery, cardiac pacemaker 
14 “In Defense of Animal Research,” Journal of Nature 407 no. 6805 (October 12,2000): 659. 
95 
implants, broken bones, cataract surgery, kidney dialysis, antibiotics, medication for high 
blood pressure, anticoagulants to prevent clots and stroke, chemotherapy and radiation 
therapy for cancers, rehabilitation techniques for victims of stroke and spinal cord 
injuries, laparoscopic surgery—these are just a few of the medical advances that have 
been developed or tested on animals. 
Other interest groups like Greenpeace, Aids Coalition to Unleash Power (ACT 
UP) and many Civil Rights groups all have things in common with PETA. They are all 
small marginal groups of society who want to be heard and who share nonviolence action 
to get attention to their cause. There have been numerous instances of people 
courageously and nonviolently refusing to cooperate with injustice. However, the fusion 
of organized mass struggle and nonviolence is relatively new. It originated largely with 
Mohandas Gandhi in 1906 at the onset of the South African campaign for Indian rights. 
Later, the Indian struggle for complete independence from the British Empire included a 
number of spectacular nonviolent campaigns. Perhaps the most notable was the year¬ 
long Salt campaign in which 100,000 Indians were jailed for deliberately violating the 
Salt Laws. 
The refusal to counter the violence of the repressive social system with more 
violence is tactic used by other movements. The militant campaign for women’s suffrage 
in Britain included a variety of nonviolent tactics such as boycotts, noncooperation, 
limited property destruction, civil disobedience, mass marches and demonstrations, filling 
the jails, and disruption of public ceremonies. 
The Salvadoran people have used nonviolence as one powerful and necessary 
element of their struggle. Particularly during the 1960s and 70s. Christian based 
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communities, labor unions, campesino organizations, and student groups held 
occupations and sit-ins at universities, government offices, and places of work such as 
factories and haciendas. 
There is a rich tradition of nonviolent protest in this country as well, including 
Harriet Tubman’s underground railroad during the civil war and Henry David Thoreaus’s 
refusal to pay war taxes. Nonviolent civil disobedience was a critical factor in gaining 
women the right to vote in the United States, as well. 
CHAPTER V 
DATA ANALYSIS 
The first case handled by PET A set the tone for all other future cases and animal 
issues. The following is a summary of what took place in the Silver Spring Monkeys 
case. Most of the data obtained on PETA has been secondary. However, a complete first 
hand account of it’s beginnings can be found in Defense of Animals by Alex Pacheco and 
Anna Francione.1 
Alex Pacheco discovered animal rights in 1978, when he first entered a slaughter 
house and witnessed the violent deaths of terrified dairy cows, pig and chickens. Shaken 
by the slaughtering, he sought and joined the animal protection community. As a 
newcomer to the movement, anxious to learn what others could teach him, he was 
fortunate to find two activists, Nellie Shriver, founder of American Vegetarians, and 
Constantine Salamone, an artist, feminist and animal rights activist. These two women 
became his teachers. 
Upon moving to Washington, DC in 1980, he joined forces with Ingrid Newkirk 
who had accomplished major victories for animals in her eleven years as an animal law 
enforcement officer.2 By the spring of that year Alex and Ingrid had formed People for 
the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA), both being young to this movement thought 
that grassroots group was needed in the USA that could spur people to use their time and 
talents to help animals gain liberation. Their emphasis was to be on animals used in 
1 Alex Pacheco and Anna Francione, “The Sliver Spring Monkeys,” in Defense of Animals, ed. Peter Singer 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1986), 135. 
2 It is not clear just how Alex Pacheco and Ingrid Newkirk met. It was most likely through mutual friends. 
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experimentation and food production, while at the same time being out on the streets, 
bringing as many animal issues to the public’s attention as possible. 
During the summer of 1981, Alex Pacheco was a third year student at George 
Washington University majoring in political science and environmental studies. Alex 
Pacheco chose the Institute for Behavioral Research (IBR) in the US Department of 
Agriculture for first hand experience for his internship. This facility was chosen because 
it was a stones throw away from where he lived in Washington, DC. Alex Pacheco was 
met at IBR by Dr. Taub. Dr. Taub explained research was conducted on surgically 
crippled primates to monitor the rehabilitation of impaired limbs. Pacheco was offered a 
position as a volunteer. On May 11,1981 Pacheco was assigned to work with Georgeet 
Yakalis, Dr. Taub’s student protégé. 
The Institute was divided into two areas. The front rooms near the front were 
used for work with humans, the animal were kept in the rear. Pacheco while on tour of 
the Institute with Dr. Taub upon entering the doors leading to second section, had his first 
indication that something was wrong. The smell was incredible, intensifying as he 
entered the colony room where the monkeys were kept. He saw filth caked on the wires 
of the cages, feces piled in the bottom of the cages, urine and rust encrusting every 
surface. Amid this rotting stench, sat sixteen crab-eating macaques and one rhesus 
monkey, their lives limited to metal boxes just \1V* inches wide. In their desperation to 
assuage their hunger, they were picking forlornly at scraps and fragments of broken 
biscuits that had fallen through the wire into the sodden accumulations in the waste 
collection trays below. The cages had not been cleaned properly for months. There were 
no dishes to keep the food away from the feces, nothing for the animals to sit on but the 
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jagged wires of the old cages, noting for them to see but the filthy, feces-splattered walls 
of that windowless room, only 15ft square.3 
In the following days the true nature of the monkey’s sad existence became 
apparent. Twelve of the seventeen monkeys had disabled limbs as a result of surgical 
interference (deafferentation) when they were juveniles. Sarah, then eight years old, had 
been alone in her cage since she was only a day old, when she was purchased from Litton 
Laboratories and forgotten. According to a later count, thirty-nine of the fingers on the 
monkeys’ deafferented hands were severely deformed or missing, having been either tom 
or bitten off. Alex Pacheco observed the seventeen monkeys living in unsanitary and 
deplorable conditions, while receiving inhumane treatment in the name of scientific 
research. 
Records of humans and monkeys, were strewn everywhere, even under the 
operating table. Soiled, discarded clothes, old shoes and other personal items were 
scattered about the room. There was a massive long-standing rodent problem, rat 
droppings and urine covered everything, live and dead cockroaches were in the drawers, 
on the floor and around the filthy scrub sink. 
Within a week of starting work he was put in charge of a pilot study and Dr. Taub 
was aware he had no lab experience. This was the opportunity to document the operation 
of the facility and the life of the monkeys. Dr. Taub called the study a displacement 
experiment. Pacheco was given two monkeys and told to put them in separate cages in a 
room. The monkeys, Augustus and Hayden, were deprived of food from two to three 
days. Pacheco went to each room, setting up video equipment to record events and feed 
3 Alex Pacheco and Anna Francione, “The Silver Spring Monkeys” in Defense of Animals, ed. Peter Singer 
(New York: Harper & Row, 1986). 135. 
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them about fifty raisins each. After some weeks he was to withhold their food for three 
days and then, instead of giving them the raisins, he was just to show them the raisins but 
not allow them to eat, and then record their frustrated reactions. 
The stench of the laboratory permeated everything. At home he would strip, stand 
under the shower and scrub to get the smell out of his skin and hair. He could see the 
evidence of (Institute for Behavioral Research) IBR’s filth and decomposition under his 
nails and in the lines of his skin, but could not scrub the image of the monkeys out of his 
mind. Pacheco found it increasingly difficult to go back to IBR everyday, yet he knew 
that he would have to continue, if he was to succeed in helping these monkeys and other 
animals in similar situations. 
Meanwhile he had begun to keep a log of his observations. After he was put in 
charge of yet another experiment: the acute noxious stimuli test. He was to take a 
monkey from the colony and strap him into a homemade immobilizing chair, where he 
would be held at the waist, ankles, wrists and neck. The acute noxious stimuli were to be 
applied with a pair of hemostats (surgical pliers) clamped and fastened to the animal, and 
locked to the tightest notch. He was to observe which parts of the monkey’s body felt 
pain. (The noxious stimuli was administered by using an open flame - a cigarette 
lighter.) Dr. Taub protocol stated that the stimuli were to be applied to the monkeys 
every four months. The work was conducted in such a haphazard way that this schedule 
was never adhered to. As he was working alone, he was able to fabricate data to avoid 
hurting them. 
Before beginning the test, Alex Pacheco was instructed how to apply the 
hemostats. Domitian was unfortunate enough to be chosen as the example animal and he 
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was placed in the chair and the hemostats clamps were latched as tightly as possible on to 
his testicles. Terrified, Domitian thrashed violently and screamed. This was repeated 
three times over a forty-five minute period so that Dr. Taub could witness a positive 
reaction: an enraged creature, desperately thrashing against he restraints to escape the 
pain. That same day the surgical pliers were twice thrust into Domitian’s mouth and 
raked against his teeth and gums. This was his introduction to the acute noxious stimuli 
test. 
By the time he was put in charge of administering the test, Alex Pacheco 
requested and received a set of keys on the pretext of doing more work on the weekends 
and in the evenings. He was now freer to explore the entire laboratory and take 
photographs of the monkeys, the cages, the rodent droppings, the dried blood on the 
floors, the restraining chairs. 
Inside an ice-choked freezer he found two plastic bags labeled Herbie and 
Caligul. He asked Yakalis what had happened to these monkeys. She said that she did 
not know Herbie had died but Caligua had developed gangrene from a filthy, unchanged 
bandage. She told him that Caligula was in such bad shape that the had begun to mutilate 
his own chest cavity, and she then confided that putting him in a restraining device, and 
administering the noxious stimuli test, with his chest ripped open, and having to 
experience the stench of his rotting body, was the most disgusting thing she had ever 
done. After the acute pain test, she said, he was destroyed. 
As time went on Alex Pacheco discovered he was not the only one who came in 
late at night. Several times, while taking pictures around midnight, one of the two 
caretakers came in to pick up a paycheck or to clean the colony room. The caretakers 
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took turns coming into the laboratory at any time of the night, as no schedules were 
assigned to them, they often did not come in at all. He also found that they were paid not 
by the number of hours they worked, not by the number of cages they were supposed to 
clean, but simply by the number of rooms in their charge. They were paid $10 a day. 
The colony room, with seventeen monkeys, was only damp mopped, because there was 
no drain in the floor to take any water away. Every few days the faucal trays, sometimes 
filled to the top, were emptied but never cleaned. To feed the monkeys, the caretakers 
would simply open the cage doors and throw in half a scoop of monkey chow when and 
if they fed them at all. The markers he put in the chow cans indicated there were many 
days, often several at a time, when the monkeys were not fed. When fed, the food would 
fall through the wire mesh into the faucal trays below, as no bowls or food receptacles 
were ever used. The employees usually worked carelessly and as fast as they could, 
getting out as soon as possible. 
Alex Pacheco soon began to take more photographs, hiding his camera and 
risking discovery by photographing the monkeys in the restraining chair during the day. 
At this point he was still under the impression that all animal experimentation was 
exempt from anti-cruelty code enforcement, so he still hadn’t determined what action he 
would be able to initiate. 
After two months, he found a revision of the Maryland statute had excluded 
language designed to exempt animal experimenters. Elated, he began to prepare his 
criminal case against Dr. Taub. One of the first things he had to do was to stop giving 
the monkeys the fresh fruit He was smuggling in for them. The food sacks which were 
clearly marked with an expired date (after which the food is nutritionally deficient) had 
103 
all expired four months before he started to work at IBR. He realized that Dr. Taub 
would use any improvement in their health brought about by my independent feeding of 
them to defend his treatment of the animals. He also discovered that virtually all of the 
medication in the laboratory had expired, some in 1979, other in 1969. The broken 
intact containers were kept in a filthy refrigerator, strewn about next to the bag of 
putrefied apples which were actually covered with cobwebs. Near this refrigerator was 
covered converted chamber containing a plexi-glass immobilizing chair. A monkey 
would be placed in the chamber, and electrodes attached to his body. The monkey would 
be forced to try to squeeze a bottle of fluid with his surgically crippled arm in order to 
stop the painful electric shock that coursed through his body. The ceiling and walls of 
the chamber were covered with blood. He remembered Dr. Taub’s assistant, John Kunz, 
telling him that some monkeys would break their arms in desperate attempts to escape the 
chair and the intense electric shocks. 
On several occasions things were so bad that he risked appearing suspiciously 
concerned about the primates and suggested that a veterinarian be called in to treat the 
most serious injuries. At one point Billy’s arm was broken in two places and Alex 
Pacheco repeatedly asked for a veterinarian to be called. Then, it was finally openly 
admitted that they did not use a veterinarian. Billy’s extremely swollen, broken arm was 
left untreated. 
Conditions were so bad it was clear that it would be crucial to bring in some 
expert witnesses who could vouch for the conditions he was witnessing. He cautiously 
approached five people with expertise in various related fields. They were Dr. Geza 
Teleki, an ethnologist and global expert in primatology; Dr. Michael Fox, a writer, 
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veterinarian and ethologist; Dr. Ronnie Hawkins, a physician who had worked with 
laboratory primates; Dr. John McArdle, a primate anatomist and former primate 
researcher, and Donald Barnes, a lay psychologist who had radiated monkeys for 
seventeen years in the military before rejecting such practices. These people 
accompanied him through the laboratory at night, signing affidavits afterwards. He was 
grateful for their support because their professional assessments of the state of the 
animals and the laboratory would lend credence to his testimony in future legal 
proceedings. 
On September 8, 1981, he took his affidavit and those of the five expert 
witnesses, as well as his notes and photographs, to the Silver Spring, Maryland, police. 
After their preliminary investigations, Detective Sergeant Rick Swain obtained the 
precedent-setting search and seizure warrant from Circuit Court Judge John McAuliffe. 
The first raid of a research facility in the United States took place at IBR on September 
11, 1981. Swain and a search team of six confiscated the monkeys and the files. 
They had considered carefully the problem of where they could house seventeen 
traumatized, fragile monkeys. The National Zoo, the facility most capable of assisting, 
refused to help. Local animal shelters, although sympathetic, were not equipped. They 
were finally forced to adapt the basement of a local activist’s home. After the installation 
of drains in the floor, new windows, a ventilation system, insulation, etc., their refuge 
was ready. 
A devoted PRTA volunteer built new cages that were more than twice the size of 
those at the Institute for Behavorial Research (IBR). For the first time since their capture 
in the jungle, their refugees had something to set on comfortably and enough room to 
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extend their cramped and pitiful limbs. They even had food containers and objects to 
handle and explore. Their delight at seeing them relish under these minor improvements 
was shadowed by our anxiety of what might follow. They were on an uncharted course, 
and the future of the animals was to be tested as their case passed through the courts. 
The monkeys disappeared from their temporary home. Bench warrants were 
issued for the arrest of Ingrid Newkirk, Jean Goldenberg, director of the Washington 
Humane Society/APCA, and Lori Lehner. Lori spent a night in jail before it was decided 
there was insufficient evidence against any of the women. 
The problem was that without the monkeys there could be no criminal prosecution 
of Dr. Taub. Yet to return the monkeys would most likely mean their further suffering 
and death at Dr. Taub’s hands. Negotiations began between the police and the monkeys’ 
new guardians, through an intermediary. Secret conditions were agreed upon-mainly that 
if the monkeys were returned, they would not be returned to IBR. The guardians trust 
was betrayed, not by the police but by the court. No sooner were the monkeys back in 
Maryland than Judge Cahoon cancelled a full hearing without ever allowing any of the 
State’s witnesses to testify. He immediately ordered the monkeys back to IBR. A crowd 
gathered at Lori Lehner’s home, and people stood in the street and cried as the monkeys 
were loaded into Dr. Taub’s rented truck. Well wishers and those who had come to love 
the monkeys stood vigil outside IBR, hoping for new developments to save the monkeys. 
Dr. Taub was charged with seventeen counts of cruelty to animals: one count for 
each monkey. Meanwhile the National Institutes of Health (NIH) announced its 
suspension of Dr. Taub’s grant after conducing its own investigation and set a date for 
Dr. Taub to account for his expenditures and research results. At later hearings of the US 
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House Subcommittee on Science, Research, and Technology, at which Pacheco testified 
on the animal conditions at Institute for Behavioral Research (EBR), the National 
Institutes of Health (NIH) admitted that in the IBR case, their system had failed. 
Five days after the monkeys were sent to Institute for Behavioral Research (IBR), 
one of them was injured and another, Charlie, died of what Dr. Taub described as a heart 
attack. These two wild male macaques had been placed together in a cage just \TA 
inches wide, while a commercial steam cleaner was operating in the room - resulting in a 
fight, as even a novice could have predicted. The police demanded Charlie’s body, 
which was sent to Cornell University for a necropsy. The examiner reported back that 
the cause of death could not be determined because some important parts were missing, 
Charile’s heart, lungs, kidneys, a testicle and several glands. Judge Cahoon, finally 
realizing his mistake, reversed his earlier order and shipped the monkeys out of IBR and 
into safekeeping at NIH’s Poolesville, Maryland, primate quarantine center. The NIH 
was ordered not to take any extraordinary measures unless authorized by the court. None 
the less, Hard Times was destroyed after being in great pain and paralyzed from the waist 
down for two days. Dr. Taub fought to deny this monkey even his final release, arguing 
that he wanted to keep Hard Times alive to complete his experiments. Next Nero’s arm 
had to be amputated from a chronic bone infection that had originated months earlier in 
Dr. Taub’s laboratory threatened his life. Again Dr. Taub fought the action. Nero was 
in much better shape, without his mutilated arm. 
On November 23, 1981, Dr. Taub was found guilty of six counts of cruelty for 
failing to provide proper veterinary care to six of the monkeys. It was hard to describe 
their feelings when the verdict was announced. Whatever might happen to the monkeys 
107 
as they continued to fight for their safety, the public would know that something was 
definitely wrong with the way some segments of the scientific community operated. The 
criminal conviction had chipped a hole in the wall that protects animal experimenters 
from public scrutiny. 
As they had expected, Dr. Taub appealed his conviction. The second trail was 
even more difficult because the new judge required that the prosecution present only 
evidence relating to the six monkeys who had figured in the conviction - no matter what 
the other monkeys had been through, the jury would not be allowed to know. The twelve 
jurors were instructed that they must find Dr. Taub not guilty if they could not 
unanimously determine that the monkeys had suffered physical pain extending beyond 
their deafferant limbs. Again, they were pleased to have the support of their original 
experts, joined now by Colonel Simmonds, DVM, of the Uniformed Services University 
of the Health Sciences, Dr. Robinson and Dr. Ott of the San Diego and Brookfield zoos, 
and Dr. Roberts of the Us Army. Their testimony countered statements form Dr. Taub’s 
associates -defense statements that could only be considered outrageous. 
Unfortunately, there were many things the jury was never allowed to consider in 
making its decision, things it was never allowed to hear, know about or see. For 
example, the jury was not permitted to hear about the discovery of two 55-gallon barrels 
filled with the corpses of monkeys and weighted down with used auto parts and wood. 
The jury could not ask, What became of them? How did they die? The jury was never 
allowed to hear that Dr. Taub was denied a grant application because between 80 and 90 
per cent of his animal subjects died before the end of his experiments. It could not see 
the 1979 US Department of Agriculture inspection report: Floors were dirty with blood 
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stains. It was never allowed to know Dr. Taub operated illegally, in violation of federal 
law, for seven years while receiving hundreds of thousands of federal tax dollars. The 
jury did not know that Caligula suffered from gangrene and mutilated his chest cavity, 
blood splattered the wall and ceiling of the converted refrigerator chamber, the NIH had 
investigated Dr. Taub and found him in violation of its own guidelines, that Charlie had 
died of an unexplained, heart attack. It was never allowed to see or hear of the surgically 
severed monkey hand or the skull that Dr. Taub used as paperweights in his office. And, 
perhaps most unfortunately, the jury was never allowed to see the living evidence, the 
monkeys themselves. 
With all the new restrictions and limitations, four of the jury members felt there 
was insufficient evidence left to convict Dr. Taub without doubt, while eight of the jurors 
wanted a guilty verdict on all six counts. The verdict, of course, had to be unanimous. 
After two and half days of deliberation the jurors reached an agreement. The jurors 
unanimously found Dr. Taub guilty on one count. Conversations with members of the 
jury showed how hopelessly restricted they had felt. A local newspaper reporter 
described the jurors’ unprecedented interest in following through on the case and their 
concern for the fate of the monkeys. 
Dr. Taub was not to be stopped. He appealed this conviction to the Maryland 
Court of Appeals in Baltimore and this time succeeded. The court, after months of 
waiting, ruled that animal experimenters who received federal tax funding do not have to 
obey the State anti-cruelty laws. No matter how heinous the deeds committed by an 
animal experimenter in Maryland, the court held that the experimenter could not be 
prosecuted. Sadly, the court did not consider whether or not Dr. Taub had treated the 
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monkeys cruelly. The court made it clear that it was not interested in resolving this 
question. Rather, as stated in its decision; “The issue in this case is whether the animal, 
cruelty statute. . .is applicable to research pursuant to a federal program. . . we do not 
believe the legislature intended [the cruelty statue] to apply to this type of research 
activity under a federal program. We shall, therefore, reverse Dr. Taub’s conviction. . . 
(Taub v. State, 296 Md 439 (1983)).”4 The court’s opinion enraged not only the 
Maryland State’s Attorneys Office but also the many scientists and supporters who saw 
Dr. Taub slip through a crack in the criminal justice system. 
Dr. Taub, encouraged by the reversal of his conviction, appealed against the 
NIH’s decision to terminate his grant. The appeal was rejected, and Dr. Taub application 
for a new grant was also denied. Dr. Taub pledged to continue his experiments, which 
involved surgically crippling the monkeys’ remaining normal arms and, then days later, 
sacrificing them. This would probably take place at the University of Pennsylvania, 
where some of his closest colleagues were employed. Alex Pacheco vowed never to let 
this happen and it didn’t. 
The case with Dr. Taub was an intense, consuming battle, accompanied by many 
small battles. It devoured time and resources, taught Alex Pacheco and friends some new 
values and confirmed some old one. It renewed their resolve to research their targets 
carefully and thoroughly before going public. It made them understand the valuable 
persistence. 
After working for animal protection at the grassroots level, with demonstrations, 
letter-writing campaigns and boycotts, and lobbying at the state and federal levels, 
4 Ibid., 146. 
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conducting investigations, bringing criminal and civil cases to court, testifying before 
state and federal regulatory enforcement agency hearings and meeting, several things 
have become clear to Alex Pacheco and associates. First, the animal protection 
movement had not been aggressive or persistent enough. It has often taken a simplistic 
approach in attempting to solve problems. Second, organizations and individuals have 
allowed tactical and other differences to prevent them from co-operating with each other 
on mutually agreeable projects. There is a dire need to agree to disagree and get on with 
the work. Third, they will not make meaningful changes for animals on a large scale 
until they have effectively harnessed the widespread support that exists in this country. 
Without doubt, the potential is there. They believe their job must be and is to alert people 
to the severity of animal exploitation and abuse and to the needlessness of it all. This 
educational process can be accelerated by getting public leaders and popular figures to 
speak out for animal protection and by working with the mass media. Animal rights must 
fill the air. 
Alex Pacheo believes it is best to take a strong ethical stand and to be strategically 
assertive, never forgetting - not even for a minute - the ultimate goal. Realizing that 
total abolition of some aspects of animal exploitation may never come. According to him 
we should demand total abolition or nothing all, as that often ensures that those suffering 
today will continue to suffer. Nor should we hold a conservative line, which will also 
make tomorrow’s suffering assured and accepted. Difficult as it may be, according to 
Alex Pacheco, that tactfully and strategically we must combine parts of both approaches.5 
5 Ibid, 147. 
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“Arson, property destruction, burglary, and theft are ‘acceptable crimes’ when 
used for the animal cause,” says Alex Pacheco,6 co-founder and former chairman of 
PETA. Pacheco launched his direct action career with the whale ship-sinking Sea 
Shepherd Conservation Society (SSCS). He now serves on its board of directors. 
Rumored to be a commander of the Animal Liberation Front—a criminal group listed as 
a domestic terrorist organization by the FBI. 
Ingrid Newkirk 
Ingrid Newkirk is cofounder and president of People for the Ethical Treatment of 
Animals, the largest animal rights organization in the world. Ingrid Newkirk’s 
campaigns to save animal lives have made the front pages of the Washington Post and 
other national newspapers. She has appeared on may national television and radio shows, 
including The Today Show, Phil Donahue, the Oprah Winfrey show, West 57th, Nightline, 
and 20/20 among others. 
Ingrid Newkirk has spoken internationally on animal rights issues, from the steps 
of the Canadian Parliament to the streets of New Delhi, India, where she spent her 
childhood. She is the author of Save the Animalsf 101 Easy Things You Can Do; Kids 
Can Save the Animals! 101 Easy Things to Do; The Compassionate Cook: 250 Ways to 
Make Your Cat Adore You; You Can Save animals: 251 Simple Ways to Stop Thoughtless 
Cruelty, and Free the Animals/, as well as numerous articles on the social implications of 
our treatment of animals in our homes, slaughter houses, circuses, and laboratories. 
Newkirk is not merely the boss; since 1999, when Pacheco decided to leave to 
pursue other goals, she has been the monarch. People for the Ethical Treatment of 
6 http://www.activistcash.com/print. Accessed 11/18/2004. 
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Animals (PETA) has a board, but only because its tax-exempt status requires one; the 
board does whatever Newkirk tells it to do.7 
Most of the people who work at PETA see Newkirk as flexible and open to 
suggestions. Yet her singular reign has led many in the animal welfare movement, 
including former employees, to refer to PETA as Ingrid Newkirk’s cult. The April 14, 
2003 issue of the New Yorker Magazine includes a 14-page essay on People for the 
Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA) President and co-founder, Ingrid Newkirk. It is 
entitled “The Extremist: The Woman Behind the Most Successful Radical Group in 
America.” This article reveals Newkirk as simply, incredibly bizarre according to the 
author Michael Specter. 
Newkirk’s last will and testament 
a. That the “meat” of my body, or a portion thereof, be used for a human 
barbecue, to remind the world that the meat of a corpse is all flesh, regardless 
of whether it come from a human being or another animal and that fleshfoods 
are not needed; 
b. That my skin, or a portion thereof, be removed and made into leather 
products, such as purses, to remind the world that human skin and the skin of 
other animals is the same and that neither is “fabric” or needed; 
c. That my feet be removed and [used as] umbrella stands or other 
ornamentation be made from them, as a reminder of the depravity of killing 
innocent animals, such as elephants, in order that we might use their body 
parts for household items and decorations; 
d. That my eyes be removed, mounted and delivered to the administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a reminder that PETA will 
continue to be watching the agency until it stops poisoning and torturing 
animals in useless and cruel experiments; 
e. That my pointing finger be delivered to Kenneth Feld [the owner of Ringling 
Brothers] or to a circus museum, to stand as the “greatest Accusation on 
Earth: on behalf of the countless animals who have been deprived of all that is 
7 Michael Specter, “The Extremist: The Woman Behind the Most Successful Radial Group in America,” 
The New Yorker Magazine (April 14, 2003):58. 
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natural and pleasant to them, abused and forced into involuntary servitude for 
the sake of cheap entertainment.8 
Newkirk on violence 
“[People] need to understand that if they support the torture and misuse of other animals 
they will be made to pay. The animals are defenseless. They can’t fight back. And, no 
matter what it takes, we always will.” 
Newkirk on former employees call PETA “the cult of Newkirk:” 
“If you put the cult stuff in [your article] nobody will take what we do seriously.” 
Newkirk on being a press slut 
“We (PETA employees) are complete press sluts.” 
Newkirk on what she strives to be 
“The biggest nag on earth.” 
Newkirk on Kentucky Fried Chicken’s Colonel Sanders 
“Why not find out when his birthday is, call the newspapers, and go dance on his grave?’ 
Newkirk on Drooling 
“People drool when they look at [Pamela Anderson, who poses for PETA ads]. Why 
wouldn’t we use that? Why we need all the drooling we can get.” 
Newkirk on her divine mandate 
“I am just trying to make the best case for animals. That is clearly what I was put on this 
earth to do. Even after I am gone, I will try to continue.” 
Newkirk on having children 
“I am not only uninterested in having children. I am opposed to having children. Having 
a purebred human baby is like having a purebred dog; it is nothing but vanity, human 
vanity.” 
A few of the author’s observation are also worth recounting. 
On PETA’s press strategy 
“PETA’s publicity formula—eight percent outrage, ten percent each of celebrity and 
truth.” 
8 Michael Specter, “The Extremist: The Woman Behind the Most Successful Radial Group in America, ” 
The New Yorker Magazine (April 14, 2003): 58. 
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On Newkirk*» view of Seeing Eye dogs 
“She regards the use of Seeing Eye dogs as an abdication of human responsibility and, 
because they live as ‘servants’ and are denied the companionship of other dogs, she is 
wholly opposed to their use.” 
On Newkirk dreaming 
“Ingrid Newkirk told me once, with genuine conviction, that McDonald’s—which feeds 
hamburgers and chicken nuggets to twenty million people a day in the Unites State 
alone—would stop serving meat in her lifetime.” 
On attacking Seinfeld’s Jason Alexander for appearing in KFC Commençais 
“Then PETA’s Dan Matthews spoke up again. ‘Do you know that fat little guy from 
Seinfield? He has become the main pitchman for KFC, Jason Alexander. And beginning 
in May he is going to star in the West Cost production of the ‘The Producers.’ It’s made 
for us. We can be slamming him as the play opens. If we do this properly, he will wish 
he never saw a chicken.” 
On mad cow disease 
“Next on the agenda; the case of Charlton Heston has Men ill with Alzheimer’s, a 
disease with symptoms that can resemble those of Creutzfeldt-Jakob disease, or CJD, the 
human form of mad-caw disease. Deer have a chronic wasting syndrome similar to that 
found in cattle, and, tenuous though it is, the link presents PETA with an opportunity to, 
as Newkirk put it, ‘toy with the idea that both Alzheimer’s and CJD are related to meat 
consumption.’ ” 
On PETA supporting violence 
‘Its leaders wholeheartedly defend and encourage guerilla groups like the Animal 
Liberation Front. In fact, Bruce Friedrich, one of PETA’s most prominent leaders, says 
in a speech readily available on the Internet [CCF caught and recorded Friedrich saying 
this at a 2001 convention] T think it would be a great thing, if, you know, all those fast 
foods outlets and those slaughterhouses and these laboratories and the banks that fund 
them exploded tomorrow.’ ” 
On PETA’s success 
“PETA is by far the most successful radical organization in America, raising more than 
fifteen million dollars a year, most of it in small contributions form its seven hundred and 
fifty thousand members and supporters. Newkirk believes in spending as much of that as 
she can.” 
On Newkirk’s extremism 
“She told me, in the most unequivocal terms, that the world would be an infinitely better 
place without humans in at all.”9 
9 Ibid. 52-67. 
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While her father worked in New Delhi as a navigational engineer, Newkirk 
attended convent boarding schools for many years. When she was eighteen, with the 
Vietnam War raging, her father was sent to the United States Air Force and moved to 
Florida, where he helped design bombing systems for airplanes and ships. 
Newkirk and her husband moved to Maryland in 1970. In 1972, Ingrid Newkirk 
was twenty-two years old, living in Poolesville, Maryland, studying to become a 
stockbroker. Her next-door neighbor moved and abandoned nearly a dozen cats. She 
looked in the Yellow Pages for the address of the nearest animal shelter, then gathered up 
the cats and drove them to the nearest shelter. The shelter killed all the animals before 
she left the building. Newkirk said she snapped when she heard those kittens were dead 
and decided she needed to do something, so she went to work there to get a better 
understanding of how things were done. After her brief time at the animal shelter she 
became a deputy sheriff who focused on animal-cruelty cases for Montgomery County. 
It was about this time Newkirk decided it was morally impossible to draw a 
distinction between mistreating a pet and mistreating a pig or chicken. By 1980, she had 
come to believe it wasn’t enough merely to empathize with animals, she had decided it 
was unacceptable for humans to use them in any way. From the start, PETA was more 
radical than any of the established animal-welfare organizations. In 1981, the group’s 
investigation of the treatment of experimental monkeys in a Maryland laboratory, carried 
out by Alex Pacheco with walkie-talkies and hidden cameras, resulted in the first police 
raid of any American research laboratory on suspicion of animal cruelty. 
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In 1996, Newkirk moved PET A from the Maryland suburbs to Norfolk, Virginia, 
principally because it’s a cheap place to live. Norfolk is the home of the Atlantic Fleet 
and not exactly a hotbed of animal activism, the group acquired a large building on the 
Elizabeth River, employing more than a hundred people . 
Inside, the building could have been designed by Dr. Doolittle, according to 
Michael Specter. There is a quotation from Leonardo de Vinci chiseled into the lintel 
above the reception area: ‘The day will come when men such as I will look upon the 
murder of animals the way they now look upon the murder of men.”10 According to 
Michael Specter, dogs and cats roam the halls. There are cat ladders throughout the 
offices, and animals are constantly leaping on and off them. At lunch, dozens of 
employees slip out to spend some time with their companion animals. (Nobody at PET A 
would ever use the word pet.) 
A letter dated February 3, 2003 from Ingrid Newkirk, to Yasir Ararat, president of 
the Palestinian National Authority. 
Your Excellency: 
We have received many calls and letters from people shocked at the bombing in 
Jerusalem on January 26 in which a donkey, laden with explosives, was 
intentionally blown up. 
All nations behave abominably when the are fighting their enemies, and animals 
are always caught in the crossfire. The U.S. Army abandoned thousands of loyal 
service dogs in Vietnam. We watched on television as stray cats in your own 
compound fled as best they could from the Israeli bulldozers. 
Animals claim no nation. They are in perpetual involuntary servitude to all 
humankind, and although they pose no threat and own no weapons, human beings 
always win in the undeclared war against then. For animals, there is no Geneva 
Convention and no peace treaty-just our mercy. 
10 Michael Specter, “The Extremist,” The New Yorker (April 14, 2003): 58. 
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If you have the opportunity, will you please add to your burdens my request that 
you appeal to all those who listen to you to leave the animals out of this conflict? 
Very truly yours, 
Ingrid Newkirk11 
Newkirk is an Entrepreneur 
The term entrepreneur refers to someone who discerns latent preferences and 
mobilizes those individuals who previously had remained unorganized. In the interest 
group setting, the success of entrepreneurs depends on unequal mobilization of interests. 
But what exactly do interest group entrepreneurs do? What roles do interest group 
entrepreneurs undertake? What differentiates the entrepreneur from the average 
member? Interest group entrepreneurs might be colorful leaders, but they are first and 
foremost risk takers who endeavor to overcome the collective action problem to create 
organized groups. 
Interest group leaders run and maintain ongoing groups and associations, just as 
managers run and maintain business firms and corporations. In contrast, entrepreneurs 
start a business or organization from scratch. Running any sort of profit or nonprofit 
organization is difficult, but the initial start-up and the early years are usually the most 
difficult. Interest group entrepreneurs face a more daunting task than the leaders of 
existing interest groups, and for a business entrepreneur, starting a new car company is 
more difficult then running an existing one. There is something unique about 
entrepreneurship that separates it from everyday management concerns. Bean counting 
11 <« ‘Kiss Your Ass Goodbye,” Harper’s Magazine 306, no. 1835 (April 203): 23. 
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managers are not entrepreneurs. Entrepreneurship requires considerable initiative and 
risk taking, but it is difficult to pinpoint exactly what entrepreneurs do. 
The proliferation hypothesis of Robert Salisbury indicates groups need a clientele 
from which to draw members or new social or economic conditions, which might lead to 
new interests, and to new groups. Clearly, the connections between the group 
environment and the larger social environment are quite complex, but these complex 
relations are exactly what entrepreneurs work to exploit.12 
Interest group entrepreneurs pursue noble goal first and foremost with an acute 
sense of public policy. Indeed, for some group entrepreneurs, a group’s presence follows 
upon the heels of other for-profit endeavors. Many of the farm and veteran organizations 
of the late 1800s and early 1900s were founded by newspaper publishers, suggesting that 
the quest for group membership might have a strategy to increase subscription rates.13 
The success of the NAACP during its early years was closely tied to the success of its 
newspaper, The Crisis. For many years the subscriptions to The Crisis far exceeded the 
memberships in the NAACP.14 
Concerns for the unorganized are not new. Writing during the first half of the 
1800s, Alexis de Tocqueville noted the weaknesses of the unorganized in the United 
States. 
Amongst democratic nations, . . all the citizens are independent and feeble; they 
can hardly do anything by themselves, and none of them can oblige his fellowman 
to lend him their assistance. They all, therefore, fall into a state of incapacity;, if 
they do not learn voluntarily to help each other. If men living in democratic 
12 Robert H. Salisbury, “An Exchange Theory of Interest Groups,” Midwest Journal of Political Science 13 
(1969): 7. 
13 Ibid. ,13. 
14 James Q. Wilson Political Organizations (New York: Basic Books, 1973), 174. 
119 
countries had no right and no inclination to associate for political purposes, their 
independence would be in great jeopardy.15 
In light of our interest group society as de Tocqueville’s admonitions, our ability to 
understand the strategies of group entrepreneurs appears more important. Entrepreneurs 
organize the unorganized, the independent and feeble. To accomplish their goals, 
entrepreneurs must be strategic and calculating, often taking advantage of society’s 
complexity and always being sensitive to social and economic disturbances, which create 
opportunities for new interest group emergence. Group formation is indeed affected by 
complexity and disturbances, because group entrepreneurs are able to capitalize on them. 
Truman’s proliferation16 and homeostatic17 theories are not so much wrong as they are 
unfocused and incomplete. Entrepreneurship plays a distinct role. 
Though easy profits for political entrepreneurs may be rare, as long as 
individual’s preferences about political action are affected by events around them, the 
mobilization of interests is never complete and the role for political entrepreneurs never 
disappears. The astute entrepreneur realizes the connection between disturbances in the 
interest group environment, latent preferences, and the mobilization of new interests. If 
entrepreneurs take advantage of fortuitous disturbances, then the distinction between the 
disturbance and entrepreneurial theories of interest group formation is spurious; indeed 
the entrepreneur theory subsumes or includes the disturbance theory. 
15 Alexis de Tocqueville, Democracy in America, Volume II (New York: Schocken Books, 1961), 129. 
16 Proliferation hypothesis suggest that the increasing complexity and interdependence in society leads to a 
natural development of more and more groups. 
17 The development of new groups ends only after these groups reestablish some sort of balance. 
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Given the importance of entrepreneurs to interest group formation, one might 
reasonably wonder what roles group leaders such as Ingrid Newkirk play in structuring 
and governing their organizations. 
Structure of the Organization 
Besides Newkirk, the best-known members of the group are Bruce Friedrich and 
Dan Mathews. These three people have a lot in common. Newkirk considers herself a 
feminist and an atheist. Bruce Friedrich, whose title at PETA is Director of Vegan 
Outreach, functions to some degree as the organization’s chief of ideology. He spent 
years working in soup kitchens in Washington. Friedrich is a devout, even militant, 
Catholic, who gives twenty per cent of his meager income to the Church and other 
charities and is as comfortable marching in an anti-abortion rally as Newkirk is talking 
about why, at the age of twenty-two, she was sterilized. “I am not only uninterested in 
having children. I am opposed to having children. Having a purebred human baby is like 
having a purebred dog; it is nothing but vanity, human vanity.”18 
Mathews, the third member of the triumvirate, is openly gay. He was raised in 
California’s Orange County, he decided being detested by most people around him 
wasn’t as painful as living a lie. Mathews is six feet five and looks more like a male 
model than the chubby teenager he once was. Mathews is often Pamela Anderson’s date 
according to the movie magazines. 
PETA raises more than fifteen million dollars a year, most of it in small 
contributions from seven hundred and fifty thousand members and supporters.19 There 
18 Michael Specter, “The Extremist: The Woman Behind the Most Successful Radical Group in America,” 
The New Yorker Magazine (April 14, 2003): 58. 
19 Ibid. , 60. 
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are departments devoted to wildlife, companion animals, investigations, advertising, and 
lately, kids, who are susceptible to the message—that vegetarianism makes sense on 
nutritional and ecological grounds. 
Each week, Newkirk holds a kind of war council; she gathers two dozen of her 
top strategists around a square table in the second-floor conference room to plot their next 
moves in Norfolk. There are also offices in England, Germany, Holland, India and Hong 
Kong. Each state has a person who is the lead for that state with departments devoted to 
wildlife, companion animals, investigations, advertising, and kids the same as the 
headquarters in Virginia. 
According to Michael Specter who interviewed her in April 2003, the PET A 
strategy session resembled the pitch meeting of a very bizarre Madison Avenue 
advertising agency. Nothing was too kooky or unkind to think about. 
This type of organizational structure is centralized. Most theorists concur that the 
term refers to the degree to which decision making is concentrated at a single pointing the 
organization. A high concentration implies high centralization, whereas a low 
concentration indicates low centralization or what may be called decentralization. 
Centralization is concerned with the dispersion of authority to make decisions within the 
organization, not geographic dispersion. 
Tactics 
PETA owns a limitless supply of websites, and none of them are subtle. 
Scientists who experiment on animals have come under particular attack 
(marchofcrimes.com, stopainimaltest.com), and throughout America, at least in part 
thanks to PETA, most investigators who work with animals in the laboratory—and there 
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are thousands—are now reluctant to discuss their work in public. “PETA and the other 
extremists in the animal-liberation movement believe they have to do spectacular things 
to gain attention,”20 according to Donald Kennedy, a former commissioner of the Food 
and Drug Administration and a retired president of Stanford University told Michael 
Specter in April 2003. 
PETA objects not only to the use of animals in science, and to anything having to 
do with for (forismurder.com, forshame.com), also to zoos (wildlifepimps.com, fishing 
(fishinghurts.com, lobsterlib.com, and tobacco companies that still test their products on 
animals (smokinganimals.com). These days, the PETA leadership devotes much of its 
energy to the abuse of animals by the American corporations who turn billions of cows, 
pigs, and chickens into meat each year, (kentuckyfiiedcruelty.com and murderking.com 
are just two of many examples; there are also wickedwendys.com and shameway.com.) 
PETA works through public education, cruelty investigations, research, animal 
rescue, legislation, special events, celebrity involvement, and protest campaigns. PETA 
operates under the simple principle that animals are not ours to eat, wear, experiment on, 
or use for entertainment (mission statement).21 
The group’s tactics are often repulsive, it has a Bamum-like genius for attracting 
attention. To protest the use of fur in the pages of Vogue, PETA once deposited a dead 
raccoon on the plate of Anna Wintour, the magazine’s editor, while she was eating lunch 
at the Four Seasons Restaurant in Manhattan. It deployed its own version of the well- 
known dairy-industry slogan “Got Milk?” to suggest-without a bit of evidence—that the 
fat in milk somehow caused Mayor Rudy Giuliani’s cancer. (“Got prostate cancer?” said 
20 Ibid, 61. 
21 http://www.peta.org/feat/annual review04/numbcrs.asp. Accessed 11/04/2005. 
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the billboard, which also had a picture of Giuliani wearing a milk mustache. “Drinking 
milk contributes to prostate cancer.”) In 2003 the organization used a similar approach to 
appeal to much younger crowd; “Got Beer? Ads have ran in many college newspapers 
throughout the country. Better than milk”22. 
Nutritionally, PETA has a point because alcohol abuse has become such a serious 
problem on college campuses. The ad enraged thousands of people. “It’s an 
irresponsible, recycled publicity stunt that literally puts cows before kids. It’s appalling,” 
Wendy Hamilton, the president of Mothers Against Drunk Driving (MADD), said. 
According to Newkirk, MADD should be happy-they got more press than they ever could 
have hoped. We didn’t know they would come after us, but I am glad they did. We are 
always disappointed when people don’t come after us.” 
There is never a shortage of stars willing to lend their names to the cause: Alicia 
Silverstone, Alec Baldwin, Drew Barrymore, and Bill Maher have all appeared in PETA 
ads. So has Stella McCartney, the only major designer to reject both fur and leather. Sir 
John Gielgud made a public service announcement condemning foie gras just by 
explaining, in poweful detail and at great length, how it is made. (Metal tubes are shoved 
down the throats of millions of male ducks and geese; they are force-fed until their livers 
swell to at least four times their normal size. At that point, the tubes are withdrawn, the 
birds are killed, and the livers are on their way to the table.) 
Because circuses appeal so widely to the young, they arouse PETA’s particular 
wrath (circus watch.com). One night in December in front of the Savannah Civic Center 
when the Ringling Brothers and Bamum & Bailey Circus came to town, Newkirk and 
22 http://www.milksucks.com Accessed 11/04/2005. 
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several colleagues were there, and they spent the evening bearing placards, dodging 
police, and heckling scores of families who were entering the coliseum with young 
children. (‘'Elephants are mammals! They shouted. “Mammals have hair. Do you know 
how trainers remove that hair so the elephants will look good for you tonight? They bum 
it off with blowtorches. Please make this your last visit to the circus.” The PET A video 
truck was parked nearby. With elegiac music playing in the background, a continuous 
loop of clandestinely shot footage ran on the truck’s two giant screens, each showing 
trainers beating, shocking, whipping, and shooting elephants. The children who saw the 
video were horrified, and their parents were furious. 
For animals, the biggest changes by far have come from corporate America. In 
August, 2000, after a withering publicity campaign by PETA, McDonalds’s became the 
first major company in the history of the United States to require all its suppliers meet a 
set of minimum standards for treating hens. The company said it would no longer work 
with producers who cut or seared the beaks off chickens (a common practice among 
farmers to keep the hens cram together in tiny cages from pecking each other to death). 
McDonald’s serves hundreds of millions of eggs each year, and it no longer buys them 
form suppliers who starve their hens. This practice, called forced molting, shocks the 
hens into laying extra eggs; it has been standard at thousands of farms. More important, 
McDonald’s decided to audit each of the slaughterhouses that supply its food. The 
company has walked away from suppliers who failed to live up to this new demands. 
Last November, after a campaign led by the Humane Society of the United States, 
voters in Florida altered the state constitution to forbid people who raise sows from 
confining them in concrete or metal gestation crates. The crates are so cramped that, 
125 
throughout the entire course of their lives, millions of pigs are never able to turn around 
or even nuzzle their young. It was the first such measure in America to address the 
means of confinement of animals on farms. A animal-welfare movement has seized on it 
as a turning point in the long term effort, put perhaps most compellingly more than two 
hundred years ago by the utilitarian philosopher Jeremy Bentham-to recognize that 
animals are, perhaps, not a as different from us as we try to pretend they are: 
It may come one day to be recognized that the number of the legs, the villosity of 
the skin, or the termination of the os sacrum, are reasons insufficient for 
abandoning a sensitive being to the caprice of a tormentor. What else should 
trace the insuperable line? Is it the faculty of reason, or perhaps the faculty of 
discourse? But a full grown horse or dog is beyond comparison a more rational, 
as well as a more conversable animal, than an infant of a day, a week, or even a 
month old. But suppose the case were otherwise, what would it avail? The 
question is not, Can they reason? Nor, can they speak? But, can they suffer?23 
Historic Cases 
PETA has been responsible for such breakthroughs as the closure of the largest 
horse-slaughter operation in the United States; the shut-down of a military laboratory 
where animals were shot, also stopping the use of cats and dogs in laboratories. USA 
Today.com reported, “could we imagine a world without PETA?. . . [T]he organization 
has inspired a few people to take action instead of lounging in their living rooms, 
wondering who let the dogs out.”24 
Other major accomplishments: 
• PETA first uncovered the abuse of animals in experiments in 1981, launching the 
precedent-setting “Silver Spring monkeys” case. This resulted in the first arrest 
and criminal conviction of an animal experimenter in the United States on charges 
23 Ibid., 66. 
24 Whitney Matheson, “20 Years of Kicking and Screaming,” USAToday.com, 18 October 2000. 
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of cruelty to animals, the first confiscation of abused laboratory animals, and the 
first U S. Supreme Court victory for animals in laboratories. 
• PET A released 70 hours of graphic videotape documenting the appalling 
treatment of primates at the University of Pennsylvania head-injury laboratory, 
resulting in government fines and the loss of funding for the cruel study. 
• PETA’s undercover investigation of huge contract testing laboratory in 
Philadelphia and subsequent campaign led to Benetton’s permanent ban on animal 
tests-a first for a major cosmetics company. Other leading companies, such as 
Avon, Revlon, and Estee Lauder, followed suit. Gillette announced a moratorium 
on animal test after PETA’s 10-year campaign. PETA now lists hundreds of 
companies that do not test products on animals.25 
• PETA was victorious over the General Motors Corporation, which ended crash 
test on animals. 
• PETA released investigator’s photographs and videotaped footage taken inside 
Carolina Biological Supply Company, the nation’s largest biological supply 
house. PETA documented animals removed from gas chambers and injected with 
formaldehyde without being checked for vital signs, as well as cats and rats’ 
struggling during embalming, and employees’ spitting on animals. The company 
was charged by the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) with violations of 
the Animal Welfare Act. 
• With the help of celebrities like Ewan McGregor and Martin Sheen, U.S., 
German, and Canadian government officials, and activists worldwide, PETA was 
25 http://www.peta.org/feat/annual review07/nottowear.asp. Accessed 11/06/2005. 
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able to secure the release of polar bears who had been suffering for years in the 
Suarez Bros. Circus. The bears are now recovering and thriving in more 
appropriate climates. 
• PETA distributed an undercover video showing Las Vegas casino “entertainer” 
Bobby Berosini beating orangutans with a metal rod. The U S. Department of the 
Interior revoked Berosini’s captive-bred wildlife permit, making it illegal for 
26Berosini to buy or sell orangutans. 
• An undercover investigation of painful scabies experiments on dogs and rabbits at 
Ohio’s Wright State University led to charges by the USD A of 18 violations of 
the Animal Welfare Act. The experiments were stopped. 
• PETA released undercover photographs and videotapes showing ducks being 
violently force-fed on a foie gras farm in New York, resulting in the first ever 
police raid on a U S. factory farm. After learning the gory details of foie gras 
production, many restaurants dropped the so called “delicacy” from their menus. 
• In another precedent-setting case, a California furrier was charged with cruelty 
after a PETA investigator filmed him electrocuting chinchillas by clipping wire 
to the animals’ genitals. The American Veterinary Medial Association denounced 
the killing method saying that it causes animals to experience the pain of a heart 
attack while fully conscious. In other undercover expose, PETA videotaped a fur 
rancher injecting minks with weed-killer, causing them to die in agony. Both 
farms agreed to stop these cruel killing methods. 
26 Ibid. 
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After exposing the National Air and Space Administration’s Bion experiment, in 
which straitjacketed monkeys were to be launched into space implanted with 
electrodes, PETA succeeded in pressuring the U.S. to pull out of the project. 
PETA’s undercover investigation of a Florida exotic-animal “training school” 
revealed big cats beaten with ax handles, which encouraged the USD A to 
develop new regulations governing animal training methods. 
PETA’s undercover investigation of Boys Town National Research Hospital’s 
experiments, in which kittens’ heads were cut into and cats were starved in order 
to study deafness, spurred the National Institutes of Health to issue a report 
condemning Boys Town’s animal care and use program. The USD A found that 
Boys Town had failed to comply with the Animal Welfare Act. 
PETA convinced Mobil, Texaco, Pennzoil, Shell, and other oil companies to 
cover their exhaust stacks after showing how millions of birds and bats had 
become trapped in the shafts and were burned alive. 
After two years of negotiations and more than 400 demonstrations worldwide, 
McDonald’s became the first fast-food chain to agree to make basic welfare 
improvements for farmed animals. Burger King and Wendy’s followed suit 
within a year’s time, and within two years. Safeway, Kroger, and Albertson’s had 
also agreed to adopt stricter guidelines in order to improve the lives of billions of 
animals slaughtered for food. 
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• PETA convinced national chains Target, Walgreens, Eckerd, Rite Aid, Kroger, 
and Albertson’s to stop selling Aqua Babies, tiny cubes in which fish, frogs, or 
snails were imprisoned.27 
Many of these cases involve an undercover investigation, which lead to public 
exposure. Once these practices are made know and revealed, the fear of public disgusts 
and disapproval brings about change. Even though there is a federal law for the care and 
use of animals that has evolved over the past 25 years, adherence to this law does not take 
place because more time is required to handle the animals. These organizations consider 
more time spent handling animals to be a lost of revenue. However, once they are 
exposed the fear of even greater losses of revenue from public disapproval forces changes 
to meet the federal guidelines. The public’s opinion of an organization is considered of 
intrinsic value that must be protected. The type of concrete exposure needed in most 
cases can only be gotten through undercover investigations tactics and a picture is worth 
a thousand words. Policy changes result when the exposure is revealed no matter where 
it is a private or government organization. 
27 httP./Avww, peta. org/feat/annual refiew07/nottoabuse. asp . Accessed 11/06/2005 
CHAPTER VI 
PRESENTATION OF FINDINGS 
Findings on the First Research Question (IV What impact does the interest group 
PET A have on the legislative process? 
PETA influenced additional amendments to the federal law dealing with animals 
called, The Laboratory Animals Act. Initially, legislation to regulate experimental use of 
animals was introduced in Congress in 1880 following the lead of the 1876 British 
Cruelty to Animals Act, but the medical establishment crushed it immediately, and for 
the next 80 years the animals suffered. No legislation to protect them was proposed, 
though their numbers grew. A war of attrition between anti-vivisection societies and 
medical research interests continued. The Hearst newspaper press brought laboratory 
cruelty and suffering to light repeatedly, but no practical help for animals resulted. It was 
rumored that Hearst planned a campaign to obtain legislation like the British Cruelty to 
Animal Act, but he died before accomplishing his aim, and the sterile anti-vivisection 
debate raged on.1 
Life magazine ran an article in 1964 about dog dealers entitled “Concentration 
Camps for Dogs” and they received more mail on this than any story in the history of the 
magazine, even more letters than Life magazine got on Vietnam. This power of the press 
to change the federal legislation for the care of animals was not lost on the president of 
PETA, Ingrid Newkirk.2 
1 http://www.nal.usda.gov/awic/Dubs/96svmp/awasvniD.htlm. Accessed 04/14/ 2004. 
2 Ibid 
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Advocates of a humane ethic for animals continued to gain momentum in this 
country. This movement gains its strength from a very basic philosophy regarding the 
sacredness of life whether human or animal. However, due to the lack of political 
motivation and the unfortunate opposition. Many times efforts to improve the treatment 
of animals changes made regarding animal welfare laws have been gradually changed 
over time. The Animal Welfare Act and the subsequent amendments, represent 
important, but moderate, changes made in response to the growing concern about the 
welfare of animals. 
In 1966, the original Laboratory Animal Welfare Act (AWA) was passed setting 
the main standards for research on animals housed on the dealer’s premises or in 
laboratories. The Act was strengthened in 1970 to cover the animal’s entire stay in 
laboratories and require the use of appropriate pain-relieving drugs. At that time, the 
AWA was expanded to include animals in exhibitions or commercial breeding 
operations. In 1976, amendments to the AWA established specific provisions for animals 
in transport to prevent prohibited animal fighting ventures. In October 1981, the Science 
Subcommittee continued to review current practices of laboratory animal care, use, and 
treatment. The two days of public hearings centered on testimony by representatives 
from federal agencies, animal welfare societies, and research and educational institutions. 
The hearings were the direct result of newly formed PETA organization claims to police, 
which a month earlier had been influential in causing the arrest of a researcher and his 
animal caretaker on charges that 17 monkeys were being mistreated at a Silver Spring, 
Maryland research facility.3 
3 Ibid. 
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The subcommittee’s review also provided grounds for additional Congressional 
Hearings that focused on the Animal Welfare Act. Senator Bob Dole conducted hearing 
in 1983 and 1984. The testimony presented at those hearings were, by and large the basis 
for legislation in 1984 and 1985 that resulted in the enactment of the Improved Standards 
for Laboratory Animals Act. This legislation is a direct results of PETA’s influence on 
the Congress.4 The purpose of the legislation was to amend some provisions of the 
Animal Welfare Act (AWA) in light of allegations that the U S. Department of 
Agriculture was not adequately enforcing the standards established for the care and 
treatment of laboratory animals. 
This legislation addressed legitimate concerns which arose from well-publicized 
accounts of substandard research facilities which had neglected animals and grossly 
violated animal care regulations. It was basically another step towards bring our laws a 
little closer to the growing concern about the care of laboratory animals. At the same 
time, the legislation was moderate and did not place an unbearable burden upon research 
institutions says, Ingrid Newkirk.5 
The 1985 amendments PETA motivated include: 
• Strengthening standards of animal care by requiring the use of pain killers and 
pre-surgical and post-surgical care for all animals 
• Requiring animal care training for personnel who work with animals 
• Requiring euthanasia of an animal upon completion of an experiment 
• Requiring a provision for exercise of dogs and a physical environment to promote 
the psychological well being of nonhuman primates 
4 http://www.nat.usda.gov/awic/pubs/96svmp/awasvmp.html. Accessed 2/23/02. 
5 Ibid. 
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• Requiring a provision that the physical environment able to promote the 
psychological well being of nonhuman primate 
• Requiring the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) to inspect 
schools and independent private research facilities at least once a year 
• Requiring the APHIS to inspect all federal agencies’ facilities once a year 
• Requiring the establishment of a national information service, The Animal 
Welfare Information Center (AWIC) to provide information on alternative 
research procedures, as well as on ways to reduce unintended duplication of 
experiments6 
The last big adjustment was in 1990, at the urging of PET A, Congress passed the Pet 
Protection/Pet Theft Act provisions requiring holding periods of random source dogs and 
cats. The United States Congress listed three items that serve as a framework for the laws 
and regulations that provide for the welfare of animals when they are used for regulated 
activities. The three items are: 
• To ensure that animals intended for use in research facilities or for exhibition 
purposes or for use as pets are provided humane care and treatment; 
• To assure the humane treatment of animals during transportation in commerce; 
and 
• To protect pet owners from theft of their animals by preventing the sale of 
animals which have been stolen 
If one can use a Biblical metaphor, I’d like to say that 1966 was one of those 
moments in history where the seeds of change found fertile ground, this time in an 
6 Ibid 
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awakened public consciousness about animal welfare issues. The focus of the original 
legislation was on animals used in research, and the same pattern has continued. 
Legislative response to an aroused public awareness brings about changes in many other 
areas of animal use. 
For example, since 1973, the number of dogs, hamsters, cats, guinea pigs, and rabbits 
used in experiments have decreased by at least 40 percent, according to the recently 
released 2004 USDA Animal Care Report.7 PETA helped bring about this change. More 
medical schools have eliminated animal laboratories from their curriculum, thanks to the 
persistent effort of PETA and its partnership efforts with Physicians Committee for 
Responsible Medicine (PCRM). In late March of 2006, the College of Medicine at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign announced it had stopped all use of animals 
in medical teaching. Previously, first-year medical students were asked to experiment on 
live, anesthetized pigs, who were then killed as part of a physiology class. The 
University is the 106th U.S. medical school (out of 125 total) to adopt an animal-free 
curriculum.8 America’s biggest corporations ( Chrysler, General Motors, Texaco, Sears 
Roebuck, Procter & Gamble, AT&T, Wal-Mart Stores, Ford Motor Company. Philip 
Morris, General Electric, PepsiCo, Kmart, State Farm, Hewlett-Packard, Metropolitan 
Life Insurance Company, Exxon, International Business Machines, and Mobil) now offer 
vegetarian options in their cafeterias. 
PETA uses many different methods to reach its varied audience such as music, 
celebrities, demonstrations and the like. It promoted Pamela Anderson’s new cruelty-free 
7 USDA Animal Care Report Fiscal Year 2004. APHIS Web Site. Available at: 
http:www.aphis.usda.gov/ac/awreports/awreport 2004.pdf. Accessed Feb 24,2006 
8 “Life or Death Decision :TraumaMan Offers Humane, Effective Way to Learn Trauma Care” Good 
Medicine XV, no. 2 ( Spring 2006) : 9. 
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clothing and fragrance line. Urged cruelty changes in response to a whistleblower’s 
allegations of animal abuse in Columbia University’s laboratories and aired an ad starring 
Charlize Theron promoting adoption of animals from shelters and denouncing puppy 
mills. The message has a growing audience. 
American federalism is firmly rooted in Article VI, Section 2 of the constitution 
which states all national laws are the supreme law of the land and therefore, take 
precedence over any state laws. Consequently, all 50 states are bound as a result of the 
expanded Laboratory Animal Welfare Act legislation. PETA has affected every state in 
the United States by changing and helping to modify the federal law. This is the reason 
the organization concentrates on the federal law but continues to lobby at the state level. 
By focusing on the federal law and not on each individual state this saves PETA time and 
money. The federal law adds to the uniformity and consistency of animal treatment 
regardless of the individual state law. 
The booklet, Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals provides a 
framework for the judgments required in the management of animal facilities. It is a 
resource of proven value, updated and expanded on a continuous basis. The booklet is 
free to anyone who requests it, because it details and outlines how the law is to be 
followed. A Guide for the Care and Use of Laboratory Animals booklet has been a 
respected resource for decades and has been revised by a committee of experts, on the 
basis of input from scientists and the public. This Guide booklet incorporates recent 
research on commonly used species, including farm animals, and includes extensive 
references. It treats the following subjects: 
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• Institutional policies and responsibilities. The Guide discusses subjects that 
require policy attention: such as the role and function of the institutional Animal 
Care and Animal environment, husbandry, and management. 
• Veterinary care. The Guide discusses animal procurement and transportation, 
disease and preventive medicine, surgery, pain recognition and relief, and 
euthanasia. 
• Physical Plant. The book identifies design and construction issues, providing 
guidelines for animal-room doors, drainage, noise control, and surgery. 
This booklet provides a framework for the judgments required in the management of 
animal facilities. It is a resource of proven value, and continually updated and expanded. 
Findings on the Second Research Question (2): What strategies and tactics does PET A 
use? 
PETA’s animal protection work brings together members of the scientific, 
judicial, and legislative communities to halt abusive practices. Such cases, added by 
thorough investigative work, congressional involvement, consumer boycotts, and 
international media coverage, frequently result in long term changes that improve the 
quality of life, and prevent the deaths of, thousands of animals. PETA’s best technique is 
the use of undercover investigators who gather photos that are used in generating public 
pressure. PET A use constituents as lobbyist, they build alliances or coalitions with many 
groups (like the Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine, the United States 
Humane Society and the Sea Shepherd Conservation Society) that can affect how 
animals are treated. 
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A group is influential if it is able to get policy makers to do something that they 
would not otherwise have done.9 Interest groups like PETA, have various power 
resources they use when they attempt to influence policy makers: (1) size, (2) geographic 
concentration (3) high prestige (4) financial strength (5) highly motivated members (6) 
supportive members (7) narrow range of interests and (8) stability and duration.10 
Demonstrations used so successfully and so often by PETA are directly rooted in 
the civil rights movement of the 1960s. The first and foremost goal of all political protest 
is the same and that is to gain coverage by the media. While there are many ways to 
measure the success of a demonstration (numbers mobilized, platform acceptance, 
expanding group membership and resources), media coverage is often the organizer’s 
thumbnail measure of success. Ingrid Newkirk is at the top of this success ladder. 
‘Today’s Paul Revere’s don’t ride through the streets; they show up on the 6 o’clock 
news.”11 Ingrid Newkirk has a special talent for dealing with the media that seems to get 
better with time. To be specific, her techniques and strategy activities draw media 
attention to animals conditions time and time again which before her tenure as president 
of PETA never got attention. 
Interest groups employ a wide range of techniques and strategies to promote their 
policy goals. The techniques used by interest groups may be divided into those direct and 
indirect. Direct techniques include all those ways in which the interest group and 
lobbyists approach the officials personally to press their case. Indirect techniques, in 
9 Robert Dahl, Modem Political Analysis 2nd ed. (New York: Prentice-Hall, 1970), 7. 
10 Joseph Melusky, The American Political System: An Owner's Manual (Boston: McGraw Hill, 2000) 
,106 
11 Charolette Ryan, Prime Time Activism (Boston: South End Press, 1991), 8. 
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contrast, include strategies that use the general public or individuals to influence the 
government for the interest group. PETA uses both effectively. 
An important question asked of the president, Ingrid E. Newkirk, was, “How do 
you pick your battles?” Her answer was given in her Dear Friends Annual Review of 
2004. 
By trying to touch the public imagination, the public heart, and by choosing 
targets that will result in great change for large numbers of animals and set an 
example for others to follow when we win our battles with them. Everyone eats, 
so we have done our best not only to reform the worst abuses in factory farming 
and slaughterhouses, but to promote a compassionate vegan diet (a completely 
veterinary diet according to PETA), providing all the resources, from recipes to 
health tips, that a person could ever need. We have also revolutionized the way 
some companies do business, getting them to stop selling fur, boycott Australian 
merino wool, and abandon painful animal-poisoning tests in favor of sophisticated 
non-animal methods. We have shown how to prevent flooding without destroying 
beaver’s homes and how to prevent birds from entering big box stores without 
using cruel glue traps. In the past year alone, former elephants were sent to 
sanctuaries, hog-dog rodeos were banned, and cruel companies were fined. We 
helped millions of kids to learn about animal rights through our teacher network 
and education programs.12 
Before and After PETA Strategies and Tactics 
PETA released 70 hours of graphic videotape documenting the appalling treatment of 
primates at the University of Pennsylvania head-injury laboratory, resulting in 
government fines and the loss of fund for the cruel study. 
PETA was victorious over the General Motors Corporation, which ended crash tests 
on animals. PETA’s undercover investigation of a huge contract testing laboratory in 
Philadelphia lead to Benetton’s, a major cosmetic company, permanent ban on animal 
tests along with Avon, Revlon, and Estee Lauder. 
PETA distributed an undercover video showing Las Vegas casino entertainer Bobby 
Berosini beating organutans with a metal rod. The U.S. Department of Interior revoked 
12 http://www.peta.org/feat/annual revicw04. Accessed 11/06/2005. 
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Berosini’s captive bred wildlife permit, making it illegal for Berosini to buy or sell 
orangutans. 
Undercover investigations at pig breeding factory farms in North Carolina and 
Oklahoma revealed horrific conditions and daily abuse of pigs, including one being 
skinned alive, leading to the first ever felony indictment of farm workers. PETA 
convinced national chains Target, Walgreens, Eckerd, Rite Aid, Kroger and Albertson’s 
to stop selling AquaBabies, tiny cubes in which fish, frogs, or snails were imprisoned. 
PETA convinced Mobil, Texaco, Pennzoil, Shell, and other oil companies to cover 
their exhaust stacks after showing how millions of birds and bats had become trapped in 
the shafts and were burned alive. PETA convinced 40 companies, including Adidas 
Salamon, May Department Stores, Daimler Chrysler, Nike, and Reebock, to refuse to use 
Indian leather in their products after other investigation revealed horrific abuses during 
the illegal transport of cows to slaughter. 
Following PETA’s undercover investigation of Covance, the world’s largest contract 
animal-testing company, the U.S. government fined the company for violations of the 
Animal Welfare Act based on PETA’s videotaped evidence. PETA convinced juice 
manufacturers, including Welch’s and Ocean Spray, to stop conducting unnecessary and 
painful nutritional studies on monkeys, dog, and other mammals. 
PETA’s expose of a Butterball turkey slaughterhouse put enormous pressure on 
companies to replace current slaughter methods with far more humane methods. 
Companies including McDonald’s, Safeway, Denny’s, Whole Foods, Burger King, Tyson 
Foods, Con/Agra, and CKE (owner of Carl’s Jr. and Hardee’s) are now studying existing 
alternatives that would eliminate much of the cruelty that birds now endure at slaughter. 
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Some of the world’s largest retailers, including Polo Ralph Lauren, agreed never to sell 
fur again as a result of PETA’s clout and powers of persuasion. 
Investigative reporting: PETA got national supercenter chain to stop using glue traps 
after sending in an undercover investigation person with a video camera to tape cases of 
bird cruelty. After the broadcast of the video showing how birds helplessly struggling in 
glue traps in one of Fred Meyer stores, which is the country’s third largest supercenter 
chain, corporate officials announced that they would never again employ such methods in 
any of their stores nationwide. 
A PETA undercover investigator at the Amarillo Wildlife Refuge (AWR) found 
apes and other animals in cages filed with rotten meat and garbage. Their conditions 
changed after the video was brought to light. A PETA undercover investigator shot viedo 
footage of workers a Pilgrim’s Pride Corporation, a KFC supplier stomping on birds, 
kicking them, and slamming them against floors and walls. The men ripped the birds 
beaks off, twisted off their heads, spat tobacco into their eyes, spray painted their faces, 
and tied their legs together for laughs. The footage was shown on news programs around 
the world. 
A PETA investigator went undercover in 2004 at the world’s largest glatt kosher 
house and videotaped egregious cruelty to animals, including ripping the tracheas and 
windpipes out of fully conscious cows and failing to render animals unconscious quickly. 
Rabbis, scholars, animal welfare exports and USDA inspectors all spoke out against and 
such actions and the plant told the media that it will implement changes, including 
banning the throat ripping and using of bolt pistol to stun animals who are still conscious 
after having theirs throats cut. 
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Two PETA undercover investigators exposed shocking cruelty when they went to 
a Michigan chinchilla farm and videotaped chinchillas writhing in pain after having their 
necks broken. Other animals were electrocuted with prior stunning meaning that they 
suffered the agonizing pain of a full blown heart attack. With the video tapes PETA 
called on the U.S. Department of Agriculture to implement rules to include animals 
farmed for fur under the Animal Welfare Act which was done in 1990. 
PETA filed a complaint with New York State against the Westminster Kennel 
Club for requiring certain breeds to have their tails docked (amputated), a cosmetic 
procedure condemned by the American Veterinary Medical Association. PETA showed 
that docking violates New York’s law prohibiting unjustified mutilations of animals. 
As a result of the federal law, PETA trained the Virginia Department of 
Transportation (VDOT) to install a simple device to prevent beavers from flooding 
damage and it was so successful that VDOT funded a year long study designed by PETA 
wildlife biologist .Stephanie Boyles. Boyles established criteria for installing and 
maintaining nonlethal beaver management, as a result many beavers have been spared 
slow, agonizing deaths of drowning in underwater body-gripping traps. 
As part of PETA ‘s anti fur campaign of 2004, the bodies of fashion victims 
(women wearing bloodied fur coats) littered the ground during New York’s farmed 
Fashion Week, confronting passersby with the message, “Imagine if you killed for your 
coat.” The spectacle, which include skinned foxes whose sinewy, raw bodies reminded 
onlookers of the very real gore behind fur, was repeated in Chicago and Pittsburgh and 
was widely covered by media in all cities. 
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PETA launched an international boycott of Australian Wool in 2005 which was 
kicked off by Pretenders lead singer Chrissie Hynde, with a protest outside the Sydney 
Opera House that made headlines around the world. PETA president, Ingrid E. Newkirk, 
went on Australia’s 60 Minutes to debate sheep fanners. Australia’s wool fanners carve 
flesh off lambs’ rumps with gardening shears and no painkillers (known as muelesing) 
and ship older sheep in all weather aboard open deck ships, where tens of thousands die 
annually. Retail giant Abercrombie & Fitch was the first company to join PETA’s 
international boycott of Australian wool, J. Crew and New Look (U.K.) made 
concessions, and knitting supply shops joined the pledge not to buy merino wool until 
mulesing and live export ended. The mulesing practice has stopped but the open deck 
shipments have not. 
PETA has a simple organizational structure which concentrates power in one 
person. Therefore, the simple structure can easily succumb to the abuse of authority by 
the person in power. This concentration of power, of course, can work against the 
organization’s effectiveness and survival. When Ingrid Newkirk dies who would be in 
control. The simple structure, in fact, has been described as the “riskiest of structures 
hinging on the health and whims of one individual.”13 One heart attack can literally 
destroy the organization’s decision-making center. Would this organization survive her 
death? Is any one being groomed to take her place? She surely has deputies, but will 
they be as determined. These are questions to which only time will provide an answer. 
13 Hemy Mintzberg, The Structuring of Organizations (Englewood, Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1979), 312. 
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There is no way find out the answer to these questions until that time. However, 
my view is that Ingrid Newkirk has something in place for such an event. Ingrid 
Newkirk’s propensity to detail has this situation worked out in every detail. 
PETA’s Corporate Structure 
PET A uses the simple structure, which is characterized most by what it is not 
rather than what it is. The simple structure is not elaborated. It is low in complexity, has 
little formalization, and has authority centralized in a single person, Ingrid Newkirk. The 
simple structure is effective when the number of employees is few and PETA only has 
161 employees. The small size means less repetitive work in the operating core, so 
standardization is less attractive. The employees get to travel often to different parts of 
the country and perform a variety of jobs. The dress code is very causal, most people 
wearing pants and a shirt with the PETA logo on it. Plus, employees are encouraged to 
bring their pets companions to the office if they live a far distance from the office. This 
practice helps employees to feel content and to stay late if necessary. There is a river side 
park next to the building to exercise the animals when needed. Communication is 
informal, relaxed and works well at the four story building in Norfolk, VA. When the 
researcher was there on November 1, 2005, they were adding a small section to the 
building. Because the structure of the organization remains small, Ms. Newkirk can 
effectively oversee all activities, be knowledgeable about key problems, and carry out all 
important decisions. The researcher was informed by Ms Stephanie Wood, Activist 
Liaison, that all major decisions went across her desk for approval. During the interview 
that took place, many questions were asked but none were answered. The next day, the 
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researcher received an E-mail saying anything of importance about PETA was in their 
year end review was on their website. 
Since there is one building, there is no problem connected with geographic 
distribution of employees and resources. This adds to the cohesiveness, unification and 
speed of their actions. There is no way of knowing the geographic distribution of its 
members because PETA will not release that information. The only thing that could be 
determined was PETA claims to have membership in all fifty states, but as to which 
states have a greater or less membership cannot be determined. There is no way to verify 
this information. 
PETA uses girls just out of college, who are talented but have no managerial 
experience but have the ability to perform standardized activities in a highly efficient 
manner. They pair an experience worker or specialist with one who has little or no 
experience. 
There is evidence to suggest that few things are better for group morale than a 
leader who willingly and effectively defends the group’s welfare. A leader’s active 
support and defense of the organization represents, in concrete form, faith in staff 
members and their work. The leader, by acting as gladiator, is demonstrating she is a part 
of the organization rather than standing aloof from it. In addition, the leader as gladiator 
is effect, carrying out one of the cardinal principles of good management: Bestow praise 
publicly! Defense or advocacy on behalf of the organization constitutes collective rather 
than individual praise, but it indicates positive feedback in a strategically important form, 
and that is usually not lost on members of an organization. 
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Ms. Newkirk creates a vision for others to follow, establishes values, ethics and 
transforms the way the organization does business in order to improve its effectiveness 
and efficiency. Her motto is clear: animals are not ours to eat, wear, experiment on, be 
used for entertainment or abused in any way. Plus, she leads by example, by going to 
many of the protest sites in person marching and protesting with the common worker. 
A combination of incentives and conditions appropriate to the interests of doing 
the work seem to be successful in motivating the PETA employees. On the basis of this 
research, PETA offers great working conditions; creates positive social interaction among 
groups of workers, fringe benefits (such as travel in the United States and abroad); work 
that is interesting and challenging. This is important not only for accomplishing 
immediate goals but also for building cohesiveness in the organization through member 
satisfaction. Motivation continues to be a complex task of leadership. People respond to 
leadership clearly defined and, at the same time, persuasive, fair, and supportive. Every 
Wednesday, from 5-7 pm all the employees in the organization get together and socialize, 
including Ms. Newkirk, while stuffing envelopes and talking about their particular 
specialized jobs. This specialization keeps everyone in the loop of what is happening on 
different fronts which adds to the cohesiveness. Ms. Newkirk gets to work early and 
leaves late. She goes on demonstrations in different cities with the regular employees. 
She leads by example, the employees see her doing the different jobs in the organization 
at different times which makes every job seem important no matter how small, however 
the most telling thing she does is draw the same salary as the majority of organization’s 
employees. This one act alone speaks volumes of her commitment and dedication to the 
organizations goals. During the interview, the respect and simple awe in which she was 
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held was very noticeable. The impression was if Ms Newkirk could do what she does for 
the organization surely they could not do less. Values can be communicated in a number 
of ways-speeches, company publications, policy statements, and, especially, personal 
actions. Ms. Newkirk influences cultural and ethical values by clearly articulating a 
vision for organizational values employees can believe in, communicating the vision 
throughout the organization, and institutionalizing the vision through everyday behavior, 
rituals, ceremonies, and symbols, as well as through organizational systems and policies. 
Every statement and action, she makes, has an impact on the culture and values 
of PETA organization because employees learn about values, beliefs, and goals form 
watching the leader, just as students learn which topics are important for an exam, what 
professors like, and how to get a good grade from watching professors. Being an 
effective leader, she often uses symbols, ceremonies, speeches, and slogans that match 
the values. Most important, actions speak louder than words, so valued based leaders 
“walk their talk.”14 A value based leader like Ms. Newkirk engenders a high level of 
trust and respect from employees, based not only on their stated values but also on the 
courage, determination, and self-sacrifice they demonstrate in upholding those values. 
She uses this respect and trust to motivate employees toward high performance and a 
sense of purpose in achieving the organizational vision. When leaders are willing to 
make personal sacrifices for the sake of values, employees also become more willing to 
do so. This element of self-sacrifice puts a somewhat spiritual connotation on the process 
of leadership. Indeed, one writer in organization theory, Karl Weick, has said, 
“Managerial work can be viewed as managing myth, symbols, and labels. . . because 
14 Thomas J. Peters and Robert H. Waterman, Jr., In Search of Excellence (New York: Harper & Row, 
1982), 46. 
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managers traffic so often in images, the appropriate role for the manager or leader may be 
evangelist rather than accountant.”15 
Ms. Newkirk is a charismatic leader. According to Max Weber, an ideal-type of 
authority is charismatic authority, which is based on the personal qualities and 
attractiveness of leaders. Charismatic figures are self-appointed leaders who inspire 
belief because of their extraordinary, almost superhuman, qualifications. 
In the PETA organization, decisions are very centralized within the triumvirate of 
Ingrid E. Newkirk, Michael P. Rodman and Jeanne Roush. They are the Officers and 
Board of Directors and all decisions go through them. When I presented a questionnaire 
for employees and one for the president Ms. Newkirk, I was informed that they would not 
comply because they were to busy working for those that could not speak for themselves 
and was further directed to their year end review web site. They don’t allow employees 
to answer questionnaires since many of them go undercover and the FBI keeps them 
under surveillance. 
PETA does not accept federal or state funding of any kind. This fact affords 
them immunity from those who would cut off their funds because they do not like what 
changes they are seeking for animal welfare such as well-financed lobbyists of farmers, 
hunters, and scientific interests. This immunity gives them freedom to speak out with out 
fear of retribution. PETA is supported by those white middle class women who want 
these changes and feel they are long over due. PETA only answers to its members and as 
a result feel no other pressure and as a result it does not matter what political group is in 
15 Karl E. Wrick, “Cognitive Processes in Organizations,” in B. M. Staw. Ed., Research in Organizations 
vol. 1. (Greenwich, Conn: JAI Press, 1979), 42. 
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power, which makes it possible for them to influence political leaders and politics in 
general. 
The second research question (2) What tactics and strategies are used by PETA? 
The animal liberation or animal rights movement is working together with the 
workers’ movement. This dose not necessarily mean that they need to work together as 
groups, but rather that the animal liberation movement recognizes the necessity of other 
social movements and at the same time attempts to raise the trade unions’ awareness of 
animal issues. 
Effective interest groups like PETA are good at building coalitions, winning 
support from undecided legislators, and countering the objections of opponents. The 
most effective interest groups know how to compromise and work well with other people. 
PETA uses celebrities every chance they get and as often as they can. Film stars 
and athletes regularly trek to Capital Hill, adding glamour to some cause and 
commanding the attention of the media. Most lobbying is done by professional lobbyists, 
but PETA uses the media, as its lobbyist instead of former members of Congress, for its 
cause. How PETA uses the media will be discussed. 
PETA has ties to The Humane Society of the United States and the Fund for 
Animals who produce scorecards tally of the records of legislators. The Humane Society 
of the United States makes endorsements in more than 500 races during an election cycle. 
The goal is simple: to educate and elect individuals who will support and promote public 
policies to halt cruelty and abuse to animals, according to Wayne Pacelle.16 
16 Wayne Pacelle, “Animal Rights,” Campaigns & Elections 25, no. 4 (May 2004): 53. 
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Alliances are not made to be understood. They are the product of a shared 
ideology or a willingness to engage in logrolling—where one group supports another in 
return for future support for its own program. Like legislators, groups know that 
logrolling is often the surest way to splice together a legislative majority. Logrolling 
usually ends up in trading votes to advance certain interests. Members expect 
reciprocity. 
Indirect or grass roots lobbying is the other major technique. It seeks to influence 
government decisions by working through the public, a round about but effective 
approach. This grass roots lobbying is what PETA does. The aim is to educate the 
public or instruct a special clientele through ads in the media, targeted communications, 
literature mailings, speeches, press releases, editorials, news accounts, and films. Public 
relations firms often play a large part in orchestrating grass roots campaigns. However, 
PETA has its own in house public relations department. In recent years, broad-scale 
campaigns have been waged to convince the public that the energy crisis can be eased if 
the oil industry is encouraged in its explorations and if government regulation is relaxed, 
that coal gasification legislation can help solve America’s energy problems, and that a 
trigger-price mechanism (to rise the minimum price at which steel can be imported) can 
revive the domestic steel industry. 
PETA uses many indirect techniques to persuade legislators and corporate 
organizations such as: 
Sending in undercover investigators 
Using videotape showing cruelty to animals 
Providing free consulting services 
Demonstrations with celebrities 
Use celebrity ads and interviews 
Demonstrations with graphic photos 
High-profile billboards 
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Letter writing by well or famous people 
Sponsor bills in different states to change behavior 
Put up displays the country’s largest tourist attractions 
Use media programs when every possible (newspapers, magazines, radio, TV etc) 
Calling the U.S. Dept of Agriculture to implement rules of Animal Welfare Act 
Provide shopping guide to compassionate clothing free of charge 
Provide pictures and billboards of skinned animals at fashion shows 
Provide dead and skinned animals to remind people where for comes from 
Point out examples of cities who have banned bullfighting 
Named names of those videotaped beating animals 
Put pressure on legislators 
Use musicians 
Got corporations to relinquish custody of animals after president confessed to 
violations 
Gotten cities to close elephant exhibition 
Organized protests around the world like London, Paris, Mumbai, Tokyo, Hong 
Kong 
Persuaded chemical companies and EPA to drop chemical tests 
Have celebrities vow not to buy certain produces 
Expose University neglect and abuse laboratory animals 
Educate the youth of the country in school, concerts and skateboard tours 
Intimidation 
All of the above indirect techniques have been used successfully by PETA, but 
the most have to do with sending in undercover investigators using videotape showing 
cruelty to animals. In each instance this has been done to a corporation which results in 
procedural changes. 
The tactics of a small group of animal rights activists, like PET A, have brought 
them in confrontation with major corporations, scientific establishments and the different 
levels of government. Some of their strategies have appalled many people especially 
those who have been targeted. Whether people support hem or not, it cannot be denied 
that their tactics have had an impact. So what have been the key elements of their 
approach: 1) They have gotten smart. 2) They have become relentless. 3) They believe 
intimidation works. 4) They have planned for the future. 
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The campaign waged against Huntington Life Sciences, Europe’s largest 
vivisection laboratory, has shown the increasingly sophisticated tactics of the animal 
rights movement. The Stop Huntington Animal Cruelty (SHAC) campaign has focused 
on the suppliers. So far this year 80 companies have severed tires with Huntington 
because of pressure from animal rights campaigners and fear of bad publicity. This is an 
example of PET A working at an international level.17 
Greg Avery of The SHAC campaign has found that many of the biggest 
companies can be persuaded very quickly and not because they care about animals. 
“Businessmen don’t care about ethics; all they care about is profit. They don’t make 
ethical decisions; they make financial ones. So we turn it into a financial decision, we 
will hit you where it hurts and that’s hitting you in the pocket.”18 
The key lesson that the animal rights movement has learnt is that of being 
relentless. Animal rights campaigners used to focus on a variety of local targets across 
the US and Britain. But starting with the Consort Kennels campaign, the movement has 
concentrated its fire on one national target. Campaigner Greg Avery was involved with 
the Consort campaign and says: “We grabbed hold of those kennels and didn’t let go. 
You don’t pick a company unless you can close it down because otherwise you just make 
those companies stronger. So when they are chosen they are finished.”19 
For all of the sophistication of the movement they are well aware that if 
arguments and legal pressure fail there is always illegal intimidation. The SHAC 
17 htto://news-bbc.co.un/l/hi/maeazine/402035.stm Accessed 8/18/06. 
18 “How Animal Rights Took on the World” (http://ncws.bbc.co.uk/l/lii/magazine/4020235.stm> by Simon 
Cox and Richard Vadon, BBC Radio 4, November 18, 2004. 
19 Ibid. 
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campaign says it is against all such tactics, but some nasty things have happened to 
companies it has named and shamed on its website.20 
For instance, on the 10th of September 2004, fake bombs were planted under the 
cars of two directors of Northgate, a supplier of Huntingdon. Later that day, Northgate 
announced that it had terminated its business relationship with Huntingdon Life Sciences 
Companies connected to Huntingdon have been the subject of attacks, including 
damage to cars, human beings daubed with paint, and windows smashed. One family 
which breeds animals for research has suffered a consistent campaign of harassment. 
SHAC has denied any involvement in these incidents and while these tactics are widely 
condemned, they nevertheless are successful in persuading companies to accede to the 
campaigners demands. 
PETA has gone global. The British animal rights movement is the largest and the 
strongest in the world. Activists across the globe now look to the UK to learn how to 
campaign more effectively. 
Such is the confidence of the animal rights movement that they are already 
thinking about the future. Greg Avery of SHAC has new targets in his sights. “When 
Huntington closes we won’t just go on to another company. We will go on to a whole 
area of animal abuse. And look to knock out big chunks such as puppy farming, factory 
farming, circuses and zoos. All these could be finished. We’re becoming bigger, even 
more intelligent and even more determined not just to take companies down but to finish 
whole areas of animal abuse.”21 Revered thinkers within the movement like Ronnie Lee, 
founder of the Animal Liberation Front, want to go much further than closing down zoos 
20 Ibid. 
153 
and circuses. “To create a world that is fair to the other creatures on it we have to have 
some policy of reducing the human population so that would mean we would have to 
breed less. How much less? Lee says a reduction in the British population from the 
current level of 60 million to just 6 million would be better for the animals. Lee is 
serious enough about reducing the population to have had his very own vasectomy. 
Buoyed by their success they want nothing less than to change the world. 
PET A goes after the hearts and minds of the youth of the world. PETA’s 
provides teachers with Teach Kindness kits which tripled in 2004, and now there are 
more than 8,000 teachers regularly using PETA materials in their classrooms. Teach 
Kindness also implemented the first-ever Animal Kindness Program at Boys and Girls 
Clubs in the U.S. to teach empathy and understanding for animals. To reach older kids, 
PETA launched a new humane education program. This video and lesson plan, 
distributed to every high school in the United States, reached an estimated 750,00 
students and is the largest humane education effort directed at high schools in history. 
PETA teamed up with some of today’s hottest bands, including the Deftones, 
STUN, and Further Seems Forever, to record radio spots on a variety of topics, including 
reporting animal abuse. PETA featured more than 50 interviews on their youth oriented 
Web site peta2.com, with popular bands including Yellowcard, The Shins, The Used, and 
Good Charlotte. Their celebrity ads and interviews inspired and educated youngsters 
about animals rights and got them interested in making humane lifestyle choices. PETA2 
dispatched activists, volunteers, and staffers on 61 summer concert and skateboard tours 
including the Warped, Phish, and Morrissey tours. At these events, PETA screened their 
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graphie and compelling Meet Your Meat video and spoke with and handed out 
information to kids. There is no way to measure this kind of activity. 
There is rich tradition of nonviolent protest in this country as well as, including 
Harriet Tubman’s underground railroad during the civil war and Henry David Throeau’s 
refusal to pay war taxes. Nonviolent civil disobedience was a critical factor in gaining 
women the right to vote in the United States. 
Nonviolent direct action has been an integral part of the renewed activism in the 
lesbian and gay community since 1987, when ACT UP (Aids Coalition to Unleash 
Power) was formed. ACT Up, other groups, and PETA have organized hundreds of civil 
disobedience actions across the country, focusing on what is important to them. PETA 
has had many example of civil nonviolent disobedience to draw from and just tailor their 
demonstrations accordingly. 
Because PETA uses the media so often a discussion as to how it works is needed. 
The United States society has become increasingly media-driven: the media help set the 
social and political agenda by deciding what’s news and who’s news. The politicians 
often look to the media rather than to the public both as a source of issues and as a source 
of support. The growing role of mass media, especially television, in modem political 
life, coupled with dwindling access for grassroots and especially opposition views, 
present a serious obstacle for activists. 
Today, the mass media, especially TV, are among the most important institutions 
maintaining, reinforcing, and reproducing existing inequities in power. Since media 
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controls the range of views to which audiences are exposed, media coverage can obscure 
and can even reverse-public opinion toward repressive social policies.22 
During the interview, I was told that PETA only has demonstrations for 1 or 2 
hours at the most usually at lunch time so that the maximum amount of supporters could 
participate. This short time span allows the media to take pictures at a time when they 
know the most action will take place when to show up and this film can be processed for 
the evening news. Ms. Newkirk’s use of the media shows real skills, before she took 
over as president PETA had no media exposure. After, she became president, the activity 
and tactics used got constant media attention which enabled the organization to put public 
pressure on different corporations in terms of their image. 
The impact on government of the media extends well beyond elections. Of the 
numerous themes that might be explored, I will examine three of special importance: the 
media’s impact on popular trust in government, governmental agenda setting and public 
policy, and the functioning of the branches of government. 
Protected by the First Amendment, the media leaves their imprint on politics and 
government. Their profound contribution to our political system is to provide 
information so the public can evaluate issues, policies, candidates, and the performance 
of officeholders and governments. 
Uniqueness of PETA 
PETA studies each legislator before they send out their lobbyist. Legislators have 
different styles of representation and PETA members focus on how the legislators see 
themselves in their job. 
22 Richard Flacks, Making History: The Radical Tradition in American Life (New York: Columbia 
University Press, 1988), 14. 
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In fact, mixed types of representation are common so that PETA people get to know 
as much about the people they have to lobby as possible. PETA take into account how a 
representative views him or herself before they make their approach. 
They target individual companies and send in undercover investigators with 
cameras. When they take their findings to the media they take pictures and a picture is 
worth a thousand words. Sometimes they release photographs at exhibits of their own in 
places like Central Park in New York. The people they send as undercover agents are 
usually 18 to 30 year old white unmarried females or sometimes males. The organization 
is 90% white unmarried females who are totally devoted to the organization without the 
restrictions of family ties and obligations. The young white unmarried females usually 
leave the organization once they marry but they still supply the organization with money. 
Six million dollars of the funding is for non description type things and a great deal of 
this money is used to pay informants within the organization. For example in 2004: 
The fact that the PETA organization has one location is a plus because they can 
keep their budget costs to a minimum. Most people think PETA has a chapter located in 
each of the fifty states but that is not the case. PETA is an organization run by one 
woman with the help of two others board members so that decisions are made with 
lighting speed which keep them on top of every situation presented to them without 
delay. 
PETA has a magazine the speaks up for animals called Animal Times and in this 
magazine catalog they sell any and everything that will help a person become a 
vegetarian and anything that animals might need or use. The have cooking shows on TV 
and give away as well as sell cook books. Everything that is sold in this magazine 
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provides a percentage to PETA PETA even has a credit card that does the same. PETA 
has many different web sites which make it easy for people to contribute at any time of 
the day or night. PETA gives instructions on how to leave them in your will. 
PETA is the only animal organization that does not warehouse animals. The 
PETA people do not operate sanctuaries or keep animals until they are adopted and 
sometimes it is criticized for not doing so, but PETA devotes it’s resources to getting 
laws changed though the legal system. No other animal organizations does this full time. 
Other animal organizations go to them for help on how to do different things because 
they are so effective. PETA could be described as the legal arm of the animal rights or 
welfare movement. Again, the key elements of their approach are relentlessness, 
intimidation and globalization through media coverage and buoyed by their success they 
want nothing less than to change the world. 
Like other animal rights organizations, the Physicians Committee for Responsible 
Medicine (PCRM) is essentially a vegetarian public relations project. Other than 
fundraising, media coverage is its most important measure of success. The New York 
Times travel columnist Joe Sharkey writes that the PCRM president Neal Barnard also 
runs The PETA Foundation. This creates a direct PETA link and many other groups have 
indirect PETA links.23 
The PETA Foundation also known as the Foundation to Support Animal 
Protection. This foundation is a project of PETA president Ingrid Newkirk and the 
Physicians Committee’s Neal Barnard. In addition to being a money funnel between 
PETA and other animal-rights groups, the foundation pays the mortgage on PETA’s 
23 http://www.activistcash.coin/organization connections. Accessed 05/08,2006 
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Norfolk, VA offices. The activist newsletter ANIMAL PEOPLE charges that PETA and 
PCRM are using a foundation to evade public scrutiny of the relationship between the 
two animal rights groups and the amount of money both groups spend on fundraising and 
administrative costs. 
“Who Gets The Money” feature in the 2001 November issue of ANIMAL 
PEOPLE, gives an informative account of the finances of 148 animal related charities, 
based on analysis of the organizations’ reports to the 1RS. Founded in 1985 under the 
auspices of PETA, PCRM over the past few years, has tried to re-invent its image to that 
of a health/consumer watchdog group, and draw attention away from its adherence to an 
extreme animal rights agenda. That agenda calls for the abolition of all animal based 
biomedical research, regardless of its value. PCRM has continued to promote agenda in 
campaigns aimed against dozens of health charities such as the March of Dimes, the 
American Heart Association and ST. Jude Children’s Research Hospital. PCRM also 
works in coalition on anti research issues with PETA and other extremist animal groups, 
targeting both academic and private biomedical research concerns. 
The Foundation to Support Animal Protection (FSAP) was incorporated in 1993. 
The Foundation is located in PETA’s headquarters at 501 Front Street in Norfolk, VA. 
The Foundation has a three person Board of Directors. PCRM president Neal Barnard 
serves as president of FSAP’s Board of Directors. PETA founder Ingrid Newkirk is 
FSAP’s vice president. The third member of FSAP’s Board is Nadine Edles, who serves 
as Board secretary. PCRM’s address is listed on the most recent 1RS form. 
“Thus,” ANIMAL PEOPLE charges, ‘The major purpose of (SAP) appears to 
enable PETA and PCRM to evade public recognition of their relationship and the real 
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extent of their direct mail expenditures.”24 PETA has connections with other groups such 
as the Center for Food Safety, Earth First, EarthSave International, Farm Animal Reform 
Movement, Greenpeace, Humane Society of the United States, Physicians Committee for 
Responsible Medicine (PCRM), Sea Shepherd Conservation Society, Stop Huntingdon 
Animal Cruelty (SHAC), Sierra Club, and United Poultry Concerns. These connections 
are of a superior kind in which these members are like honey bees that cross pollinate 
these companies acting as registered lobbyist for one organization and staff attorney for 
another. They set on the board of two or more of the same organizations because having 
worked at PETA where they gained experience they now do the same type work at one of 
the other organizations. They not only share information and mailing list with each other, 
they share money with one another. They make loans to each other that are not repaid. 
They appear at each others rallies and have collaboration on dozens of organized protest. 
Their defensive mechanisms are like honeybees when one is attacked the entire group of 
affiliates go on the defensive so that to attack one is to attack all. They have learned to 
camouflage their goals and aims and accurately minic civil rights organizations when 
they protest. They have the ability to squeeze into small spaces by going undercover in 
organizations and using the foundation money they do not have to be reported to the 
Internal Revenue Service. They have shown increased sophisticated tactics by focusing 
on the suppliers to many companies who fear bad publicity will hurt their profits. As you 
read further notice how they weave in and out of each others board rooms, in particularly 
PETA’s. All of these organizations have some connection to PETA directly or indirectly. 
24 http://www.animalpeoplenews.org. Accessed 3/06/06. 
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Starting with the Center for Food Safety, Darcy Kemnitz, is the current executive 
director of the Wildlife Advocacy Project. He served as a registered lobbyist for PETA, 
and as staff attorney for the International Center for Technology Assessment (CFS’ 
parent organization). PETA has connections with Earth First. In the spring and early 
summer of 1999, PETA made three donations to the Earth First! Journal. These grants 
were all made during the time convicted arsonist and PETA beneficiary Rodney 
Coronado was editor of the Journal. PETA has also sent money to various Earth First! 
Chapters. PETA’s president Ingrid Newkirk sits on the advisory boards of both 
EarthSave International and United Poultry Concerns.25 
Farm Animal Reform Movement (FARM) and PETA have co-sponsored several 
annual gatherings of American animal rights leaders. The most recent example was a 
July 2001 conference held in the Washington, DC area, where speakers included PETA’s 
Bruce Fiedrich. PETA activists have also participated in organized observances of 
FARMs “great American meatout” event in one case actually handing out free veggie 
burgers in front of McDonald’s restaurants in order to discourage the usually carnivorous 
lunch crowd. Michael Rodman, who runs Greenpeace USA’s human resources 
department, previously held the same position at PETA. 
Numerous former PETA employees have worked at the Humane Society of the 
United States (HSUS), including Richard Swain, vice president of investigations; 
Jonathan Balcombe, Cristobel Block, and Virginia Bollinger, investigations section; 
Howard Edelstein, computer programmer; Leslie Gerstenfeld and Kimberly Roberts, 
international affairs section; and Leslie Ison and Rachel Lamb, companion animals 
25 http://www.activstcash.com/organization connections. Accessed 3/06/06. 
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section. PETA, Humane Education Lecturer Gary Yourofsky, a covicted Animal 
Livertion Front felon, spoke at HSUS’s 2002 CompassionFest of children. HSUS and 
PETA joined eight other animal groups to demand that the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture restore to its website documents concerning the use of animals in research. 
HSUS and PETA are both active members of the International Council on Animal 
Protection, which seeks to limit research on animals. And in 2003, HSUS Vice President 
Matrtin Stephens was asked to recommend three people to serve on an EPA pollution 
prevention and toxics panel. Two out of his three choices were PETA employees. HSUS 
and PETA are co sponsors of the 2005 ‘Taking Action For Animals” conference in 
Washington, DC. 
PETA co-founder and former chairman Alex Pacheco started his career with 
SSCS, in the late 1970s. He now serves on its Animal Welfare, Humane and Animal 
Rights Advisory Board. Pacheco is rumored to be a Commander of the Animal 
Liberation Front and has been subpoenaed in connection to ALF activities.26 
Working for PETA as an investigator, Michelle Rokke first ignited the global 
SHAC campaign by infiltrating Huntingdon Life Sciences (HLS). From October 1996 to 
May 1997, Rokke was employed at HLS under false pretenses (while also on PETA’s 
payroll). Her diary, detailing various incidences of alleged animal abuse inside 
Huntingdon, has been denounced by many as fraud. More recently, PETA has issued 
public appeals on behalf of several SHAC criminals, hoping a deluge of phone calls or 
faxes will convince prison officials to serve these inmates a special vegetarian diet. 
26 Ibid. 
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PETA has put its money where its mouth is: In 2001, the organization made a 
$5,000 cash payment to SHAC leader Josh Harper, and in 1995 PETA paid convicted 
Animal Liberation Front arsonist members $70,400. PETA is no stranger to SHAC’s all 
out battle to put medical research laboratories out of business. Until a 1997 court 
injunction forced them to cease and desist, PETA operated its own aggressive campaign 
against Huntingdon Life Sciences. Lastly, some of PETA’s officers run in the same 
circles as SHAC’s more prominent activist; for instance, PETA campaign director Joe 
Haptas is also an officer with the Northwest Animal Rights Network, a group whose most 
prominent member is SHAC leader Jack Conroy. 
The Sierra Club board member Paul Watson’s violent activist group, Sea 
Shepherd Conservation Society, has received funding form PETA. In 2002, the Broward 
Sierra News promoted a vegetarian lifestyle as a way to counter the alleged abuse 
animals endure to feed a hungry and growing global population. The newsletter openly 
plugged PETA and their mantra that meat eating in general, and livestock operations in 
particular are a cause of world hunger and animal abuse. In 2002, Sierra Club activist in 
Florida teamed with PETA to pass a ballot initiative that extends constitutional rights to 
pregnant pigs. 
PETA president Ingrid Newkirk sits on the advisory boards of both EarthSave 
International and United Poultry Concerns. Activists from both groups have collaborated 
on dozens of organized protests over the years; this apparent collaboration has increased 
since United Poultry Concerns moved form suburban Maryland to southern Virginia, 
following PETA’s similar geographical move. The two organizations are presently less 
than 50 miles apart. 
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The affiliation of PETA with the Center for Food Safety, Earth First, EarthSave 
International, Farm Animal Reform Movement, Geeenpeace, The Humane Society of the 
United States, Physicians Committee for Responsible Medicine, Sea Shepherd 
Conservation Society, Stop Huntingdon Animal Cruelty (SHAC), Sierra Club and the 
United Poultry Concerns is a true coalition of organizations that act in unison. If you 
financially support PETA, you are actually supporting eleven other organizations without 
knowing it. Again, when you get on the mailing list of PETA you are on the mailing list 
of the other eleven organizations and one by one they all ask you money, which is 
circulated among them as needed. 
PETA’s connections to Animal Liberation Front (ALF) and Earth Liberation 
Front (ELF) are indisputable. “We did it, we did it. We gave $1,500 to the ELF for a 
specific program,” PETA’s Lisa Lange admitted on the Fox News Channel. PETA has 
offered no fewer than eight different explanations of what the specific program was, but 
law enforcement leaders have noted since the Earth Liberation Front is a criminal 
enterprise, it has absolutely no legal programs of any kind. 
For instance, in 2003, ELF set fire to an unfinished, 200 unit condominium 
complex near San Diego. The arson cased $50 million in damage, and according to a San 
Diego Fire Captain: It could have killed someone. ELF left its calling card in the form 
of a twelve foot sign that read: “If you build it—we will burn it—the ELF’s are mad.” 
PETA has given $2,000 to David Wilson, a national ALF spokesperson. The 
group paid $27,000 for the legal defense of Roger Troen, who was arrested for taking 
part in 186 burglary and arson at the University of Oregon. It gave $7,500 to Fran 
Stephanie Trutt, who tried to murder the president of a medical laboratory. It gave 
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$5,000 to Josh Harper, who attacked Native Americans on a whale hunt by throwing 
smoke bombs, shooting flares, and spraying their faces with chemical fire extinguishers. 
These monies were paid from tax-exempt funds, the same pot of money constantly 
enlarged by donations from an unsuspecting general public. 
PETA’s president Ingrid Newkirk is also an acknowledge financial supporter of a 
publication called No Compromise. This periodical operates on behalf of the radicals of 
ALF, and often publishes underground communiqués and calls to arms from ALF 
leaders. Most ominously, PETA president Ingrid Newkirk was involved in the million 
dollar arson at Michigan State University that resulted in a 57 month prison term for 
Animal Liberation Front bomber Rodney Coronado. At Coronado’s sentencing hearing, 
U S. Attorney Michael Dettmer said that PETA’s Ingrid Newkirk arranged ahead of time 
to have Coronado send her a pair of FedEx packages from Michigan the day before he 
burned the lab down, and the other shortly afterward. 
The first FedEx, according to the Sentencing Memorandum, was delivered to a 
woman named Marie Blanton, a longtime PETA member who had agreed to accept the 
first Federal Express package from Coronado after asked to do so by Ingrid Newkirk. 
The FBI intercepted the second package, which had been sent to the same address. It 
contained documents that Coronado stole before lighting his firebombs, as well as a 
videotape of the perpetrator of the MSU crime, disguised in a ski mask. Since Coronado 
was convicted of the arson, we now know that he was the masked man. Significantly, 
wrote U.S. Attorney Dettmer, Newkirk had arranged to have the packages delivered to 
her days before the MSU arson occurred. 
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A search warrant executed at Blanton’s home turned up evidence that PETA’s 
other co-founder, Alex Pacheco, had also been planning burglaries and break-ins along 
with Rodney Coronado. The feds seized surveillance logs; code names for Coronado, 
Pacheco, and others; burglary tools, two way radios; night vision goggles; and phony 
identification for Coronado and Pacheco. 
Shortly after Coronado’s arrest, PETA gave $45,200 to his support committee and 
loaned $25,000 to his father (the loan was never repaid and PETA hasn’t complained). 
Now free from jail, with an expired parole, and with the benefit of an expired Statute of 
Limitations on his many earlier arsons (to which he readily confesses in his standard 
stump speech), Coronado stood before a crowd of hundreds of young people at American 
University in January 2003 and demonstrated how to turn a milk jug into a bomb. A few 
days later, ALF criminals tried to bum down a McDonald’s restaurant in Chico, 
California, using a firebomb that matched Coronado’s recipe. 
The following month, Ingrid Newkirk told ABC News that Rodney Coronado is a 
fine young man. Newkirk wrote a book called Free the Animals! The Untold Story of the 
U.S. Animal Liberation Front and Its Founder, ‘ Valerie In it she writes: The ALF has, 
over the years, trusted PETA to receive copies of the evidence of wrongdoing. I have 
also become somewhat used to jumping on a plane with copies of freshly purloined 
documents and hurriedly calling news conferences to discuss the ALF’s findings. Indeed, 
PETA has held such press conferences just hours after ALF arsons and other break-ins. 
PETA has published a leaflet called “Animal Liberation Front: the Army of the Kind.” In 
another pamphlet, “Activism and the Law,” PETA openly offers advice on burning a 
laboratory building. ‘T will be the last person to condemn ALF,” says Newkirk. And in 
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another interview: “I find it small wonder the laboratories aren’t all burning to the 
ground. If I had more guts, I’d light a match.” In ALF’s publication Bite Back (yes, this 
terrorist group has a newsletter), Newkirk has said: “You can’t have all politeness and 
patience, all potlucks and epistles. Some people will never budge unless [they are] 
pushed to budge.”27 
Perhaps Newkirk’s most telling comment, though, came in a 2002 U.S. News & 
World Report feature. “Our nonviolent tactics are not as effective,” she admitted. “We 
ask nicely for years and get nothing. Someone makes a threat, and it works.”28 
Ms. Newkirk’s job seems to be that of the queen honeybee who launches 
hundreds of workers. She does not do all the work herself because the workers feed her 
information and care for her constantly. As queen honeybee she does not rule the entire 
coalition or colony of organizations, but she is the force that holds it together. The 
workers are very protective of her. 
PETA Employees Face Felony Animal Cruelty Charges 
In the early hours of June 15, 2005, two employees of People for the Ethical 
Treatment of Animals (PETA) were arrested in Ahoskie, North Carolina, and charged 
with 31 felony counts of cruelty to animals. The Grand Jury later indicted each defendant 
on 22 counts of Animal Cruelty and 3 courts of Obtaining Property By False Pretenses. 
PETA employees Andrew Cook and Adria Hinkle are expected to face a trial in Hertford 
County (NC) Superior Court in May 2006. A few days after the arrests, local authorities 
told Greenville, North Carolina’s WNCT-TV News they found more than 71 additional 




When Ahoskie police arrested Cook and Hinkle, they discovered 18 dead animals 
in a shopping center dumpster (including a bag containing dead puppies), and 13 more 
dead animals (including two kittens) in the PETA owned van the two were driving. 
Police observed them throwing several dark colored bags into the dumpster before the 
arrests were made. The animal cruelty; investigator for the North Hampton County 
(North Carolina) sheriff’s department shared her outrage with the Virginia Pilot a few 
days after the arrests: “Some animals have to be euthanized,” she told the paper, “but the 
way this crowd did it is sick.”29 
Witnesses from the Bertie County (NC) Animal Shelter and the Ahoskie Animal 
Hospital later confirmed that the defendants had collected animals earlier that day on the 
promise that PETA would find them adoptive homes. And a Bertie County deputy 
sheriff told reporters that Cook and Hinkles assured the shelter they were picking up the 
dogs to take them back to Norforlk where they would find them good homes, later adding 
that persons identifying themselves as PETA representatives have picked up live dogs 
from that shelter during the last two months. 
Ahoskie veterinarian Dr. Patrick Proctor told reporters that his staff gave a 
perfectly healthy cat and her two newborn kittens to Hinkle and Cook. This cat and two 
kittens I gave them last week, he said, were in good health and were very adoptable, 
especially the kittens. Dr. Proctor later added in the Virginian-Pilot: “These were just 
kittens we were trying to find homes for, PETA said they would do that, but these cats 
never made it out of the county .”30 
29 Virginia Pilot (Norfolk, VA), 2 June -26 2005. 
30 Ibid 
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One Norfolk television station aired a nearth breaking interview with the manger 
of the supermarket whose dumpster became an impromptu pet cemetery. ‘They just 
slung the doors [open] and started throwing in dogs, and beautiful cats. I saw a [dead] 
beagle last week that was pregnant and last week it was 23 or 24 dogs. It happened to us 
nine times. They drove straight from there, straight here, and disposed of the dogs in 30 
seconds.” 
Another TV news report in PETA’s hometown revealed in June 2005 that Hinkle 
and Cook were not licensed to euthanasia animals. “We have no records of training 
PETA employees,” a Virginia Department of Agriculture spokesperson told Norfolk, 
Virginia’s WAVY-TV News, “because we were informed that euthanasia was being done 
by a local veterinarian.” Neither defendant has a veterinary degree. 
Were Hinkle and Cook acting on there own? Did not have the proper training? 
Did this act reflects the underlining beliefs of the PETA organization? The organization 
does not warehouse any animals and killing them is what Ms. Newkirk did before she 
started the PETA organization. Does this organization say one thing and do another. 
What type of training is given its employees? Do they receive enough training? Why has 
the PETA organization made no comment regarding this matter? Are there ethical 
conflicts to be considered? 
PETA is one of several campaigning groups targeted for surveillance by the FBI, 
according to documents released under Freedom of Information Act lawsuits filed by the 
ACLU, which is seeking files on behalf of 150 organizations and individuals. 
Meanwhile, over the last few months, PETA underwent an audit by the 1RS, which they 
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confirmed was the result of a political referral by Public Interest Watch, which is funded 
by business organizations. PET A passed with flying colors. 
Even PETA’s phraseology such as ‘we speak for those who have no voice’ is 
copied by Conservation Council for Hawaii (CCH) who uses the phrase. The CCH is an 
affiliate of National Wildlife Federation (NWF) that works to protect Hawaii’s vulnerable 
species and habitats. Roughly a third of the nation’s threatened and endangered species 
are from the Hawaiian Islands. Since 1950, the CCH has been working to protect them 
and the state’s other native plants and animals 90 percent of which are found naturally 
nowhere else on earth. 
In their book, Influence without Authority, Allan R. Cohen and David L. Bradford 
extended the concept of corporate strategic alliances to interpersonal influence. Cohen 
and Bradford attended the concept of corporate strategic alliances to interpersonal 
influence. Hardly a day goes by without another mention in the business press of a new 
strategic alliance between two global companies intent on staying competitive. These 
win-win relationships are based on complementary strengths. According to Cohen and 
Bradford, managers need to follow suit by forming strategic alliances of their own which 
is what PETA does, with anyone who has a stake in their area. This is particularly true 
given today’s rapid change, cross functional work teams, and diminished reliance on 
traditional authority structures. While admitting the task is not an easy one, Cohen and 
Bradford recommend the following tips for dealing with potential allies: mutual respect, 
openness, trust and mutual benefit.32 PETA seems to have mastered all of these. 
31 http://mwv.activistcash.com/print Accessed 11/18/04. 
32 Allan R Cohen and David L Bradford, Influence Without Authority (New York: John Wiley & Sons, 
1990), 23. 
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While valuing livestock over people may be an indefensible argument, it’s typical of 
PETA’s overall strategy to stake out extreme, ridiculous, offensive, and often laughable 
positions, in order to constantly redefine the edge of what’s considered acceptable 
philosophy and protest activity. Ten years ago, throwing fake blood on a fur coat, 
agitating for vegan cafeteria food, or objecting to Biology class dissection were unusual 
behaviors. Today, these are common place, the radical line is now defined by firebombs, 
grand theft, stalking of scientists, and bloody physical assaults. For this, PETA deserves 
much of the blame; its habit of upping the ante of bad taste and shock value has redefined 
misanthropy and bad taste. 
For instance, PETA learned that the photographs of Holocaust victims displayed in 
its roving exhibit, entitled “The Holocaust on Your Plate” included Nobel Peace Prize 
winner Elie Wiesel as a young man at the Buchenwald concentration camp, it shrugged. 
“Six million people died in concentration camps,” laments Ingrid Newkirk, “but six 
billion broiler chickens will die this year in slaughterhouses.”33 
When terrorists stuck on September 11, 2001, PETA issued a press release 
emphasizing animals left orphaned and traumatized. The press release berated Mayor 
Giuliani for his poor record when it comes to animals and urged him expend time, 
energy, and human resources to set up a task force to locate and rescue animals at Ground 
Zero. 
When a grisly killing spree in Vancouver left 15 women dead, PETA tried to 
purchase full page ads in local papers suggesting this carnage was no worse than the 
killing of animals for food. 
33 Ibid. 
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When Oklahoma City bomber Timothy McVeigh decided to refrain from meating 
eat during his last meal, PETA’s Bruce Friedrich told reporters: “Mr. McVeigh’s decision 
to go vegetarian, groups him with some of the world’s neatest visionaries, including 
Albert Schweitzer, Mohandas Gandhi, Leo Tolstoy and Albert Einstein.” 
And when images of American POWs brutalized by Saddam’s regime came back 
from the war zone, reminding us of mankind’s capacity for barbarism, PETA loughly 
fretted that the hens used by the army to detect chemical weapons never enlisted and the 
dolphins locating deadly mines in the Persian Gulf had not volunteered. 
Having proclaimed the life of a chicken to be as valuable as a person trapped inside 
a collapsing skyscraper or imprisoned in a death camp, a murder victim, a federal worker 
in Oklahoma City, or an innocent Israeli civilian, PETA continues to place greater value 
on a dolphin than on a ship packed with American soldiers. “I don’t believe that people 
have the right to life,” Newkirk has said. ‘That’s a supremacist perversion. A rat is a pig 
as a dog is a boy.”34 
In this sense, Timothy McVeigh and Osama bin Laden may be seen as heroes to 
PETA. By taking thousands of humans out of the food chain, they saved far more 
chickens and cows. 
There are several implications for all interest groups; (1) they will continue as 
more immigrates are admitted into the country, (2) they will increase and multiply thus 
adding to the push and pull of issues and concerns before the city, county, state and 
federal legislatures, (3) there will be more coalitions formed to gain strength as they; 
34 Ibid. 
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pursue their issues of concern, and (4) they will add to the stability of the democratic 
system by not allowing any one group to become powerful. 
The PETA model is useful to other interest groups but only to a limited degree. 
PETA is consider a white middle class women’s organization. Therefore, it has educated 
and knowledgeable members, who have a certain amount of wealth, social position, 
access to public officials and other resources. Some organizations for Blacks and 
Hispanics are poor without social position, accesses to public officials, education and 
other resources. As a result the tactics used by PETA would be of limited use to these 
organizations. Only to varying degrees can this model be used by others, but it can serve 
as an example of what can be done with limited resources. However, the use of the 
internet makes some of the tactics very useful to a degree. For example, anybody can be 
a star on U-2 on the internet. The use of technology in the media is free and available to 
every organization. 
The PETA organization has been effective in realizing its goals when it comes to 
the way people treat animals and use animals. They have persuaded people to become 
vegetarians; not to wear animal skins used for clothing; not to use animals for 
entertainment; and not to abuse animals in any way. PETA is busy educating the youth 
of today, which give them a mind set for life on the treatment of animals. The 
organization has been able to get federal legislation, which in turn acts as a guide for all 
50 states. Corporations in the public and private sectors have been persuaded to do things 
the way PETA saw best for the animals. 
PETA has an ethical cause nevertheless, one must ask the question: Do they 
carryout there actions to achieve their goals in an ethical manner? The answer is 
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sometimes, otherwise they would not be on the FBI’s top 10 terrorist list. Abortionists 
who try to same unborn child have an ethical cause. However, the abortionist uses 
unethical means to carryout there goals. As a result they are also on the FBI’s top 10 
terrorist list. On other hand Martin Luther King had an ethical cause of fighting for 
human rights and used non-violence means to carryout his goals. He did not contradict 
his goals with unethical methods. PETA seems to have a contradiction in what they say 
and what they do. PETA talks about ethical treatment of animals but uses some unethical 
methods from time to time. Has this contradiction become an acceptable way of doing 
things among interest groups? The answer seems to be sometimes and this leads to the 
suspicion of interest groups. 
At best, individuals are ambivalent toward interest groups, and at worst, they are 
steadfastly suspicious. In an eloquent piece in the American Political Science Review, 
Nicholas R. Mill applies the following three qualities to characterize the pluralist or 
interest group society. First, there are numerous varied preferences. Second, their 
manifold interests groups are genuinely meaningful because there is dispersed power. If 
all power and influence were concentrated, then the presence of varied interests would be 
less important than the interest of the most powerful. Third, interest groups activity 
defines the push and pull of politics. If there is any accepted policy, it is the balance of 
competing interests. Miller ask what the results of pluralism. Three results deserve 
particular attention. First, there is a moderation of attitudes and behaviors due to 
individuals’ multiple memberships and the subsequent cross cutting cleavages. Second, 
there is heavy reliance on political stratagems. In the absence of clear majorities, 
temporary group coalitions are glued together with log rolls, vote trades, agenda 
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manipulation, and other stratagems. Third the lack of clear majorities may actually 
promote stability because loser’s time recognizes that; they can be winners at the next 
turn. Perhaps we must satisfy ourselves with the simple fact that pluralism is an interest 
group society ‘distributes political satisfaction’ by allowing ever shifting interest group 
coalitions of winners and losers to secure small gains.35 PETA pushed for the 
establishment of the AWIC so information would be available on a national basis to any 
and everyone interested on a public or private basis regardless of size. The 1985 
Amendments required the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Services (APHIS) to 
inspect facilities at least once a year, and to inspect federal agencies’ facilities. PETA 
played a large role in the creation of this monitoring agency, believing self-monitoring 
was not good enough and problems could easily be covered up. A bigger change 
occurred in 1988, Animal Care was removed from Veterinary Services. In the beginning, 
researchers and their representative organizations were almost exclusively opposed to 
anything proposed under the AW A. It was a resolute dedication of freedom of inquiry 
motivated the PETA opposition, and that concern is still one that deserves consideration 
today. In the succeeding years common ground was found. 
If you answer the question that Robert Dahl asks: Who governs interest groups or 
legislatures? The answer is a combination of the two. Legislators depend on the interest 
groups to bring concerned issues to them and the interest groups depend on the legislators 
to act on their behave. The next question would be what interest group gets to put then- 
issue before the legislator using what techniques and how effective are they and why? 
Why do some interest groups have more influence than others? Having looked at PETA 
35 Nicholas R. Miller, “Pluralism and Social Choice,” American Political Science Review 77: (1983),737. 
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and its techniques that now include direct involvement in campaigns, and electioneering, 
answers to these questions come to light. Therefore, the utility to other interest groups 
concerning the techniques used if very valuable. What has worked for one interest group 
will work for another given that they learn to adopt the new ways to their organizational 
needs. 
The number of interest groups in American politics has multiplied in the last 
several decades, as have their strategies for influencing public policies and the 
policymaking process. Originally structured to represent a particular set of concerns and 
like minded individuals, interest groups have broadened their lobbying techniques to 
include contributing to campaigns, got out the vote activities, and recruiting candidates. 
Contemporary analysis of interest groups includes questions of undue influence of 
certain groups and their new tactic of direct involvement in campaigns, or electioneering. 
The 2008 election will therefore prominently feature questions as to the relative influence 
of interest groups based on at least four components: size, wealth, issue relevance, and 
group representation.36 
The overarching concern behind all of these questions remains whether financial 
contributions to campaigns constitute a reward or an inducement by interest groups. In 
general, political scientists have concluded that contributions are more of reward than in 
inducement especially given that the vast majority of PAC monies go to incumbents. 
36 htto:/Avww.apsai\et.org/content 5204.cfm. Accessed 10/30/2006. 
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